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Overview 
Children living in poverty face considerable developmental risks. This report presents interim 
results from an evaluation of parental employment and educational services delivered within a 
two-generational, early childhood program targeting low-income families who are expecting a 
child or who have a child under age 3. This study is part of the Enhanced Services for the Hard-
to-Employ Demonstration and Evaluation project, sponsored by the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services, with additional funding from the U.S. Department of Labor.  
The program model tested here aims to dually address both the employment and educational 
needs of parents who are at risk of unemployment and the developmental needs of their young 
children. The program’s effects are being studied by examining 610 families who were random-
ly assigned to a program group, which received the enhanced two-generational program, or to a 
control group, which could only access alternative services in the community. 
Key Findings 
 The programs increased their focus on parental employment and educational needs, 
but the implementation of the enhancements was weak. Programs hired on-site “self-
sufficiency” specialists, developed tools to assess parents’ employment and educational 
needs as well as resource guides of employment and educational services in the community, 
and conducted trainings for program staff and participating families that focused on these 
topics. However, programs struggled to provide as one of their core services a proactive 
focus on parental employment and educational needs. 
 Take-up of the enhanced parental employment and educational services was lower 
than expected. Only 63 percent of families in the program group ever discussed employ-
ment, educational, and self-sufficiency needs with program staff.  
 The program increased families’ receipt of child-focused developmental services, but 
the control group also reporting receiving high levels of such assistance. Among pro-
gram group families, 91 percent reported receiving assistance in this area, compared with 80 
percent of control group families. 
 The short-term impacts of the program 18 months after families entered the study are 
mixed. For the full research sample, the program affected the use of center-based child care 
but had limited impacts on other outcomes. Beneficial program impacts were evident 
among families who were expecting a child or who had an infant less than 12 months old at 
study entry; for this subgroup, the program had positive impacts across several outcomes 
related to employment, child care, parenting, and children’s social and emotional adjust-
ment. Program impacts were more variable among families with a toddler who was 12 
months old or older at study entry.  
This evaluation is in an early stage and will eventually include three and a half years of follow-
up. Future investigation will be valuable in determining the extent to which the patterns of 
impacts presented here are enduring and robust over time. A final report is planned to be 
released in 2011.  
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Executive Summary 
Living in poverty can have profound effects on young children’s development and their 
prospects for the future. One promising strategy for addressing the challenges that low-income 
parents and their young children face is through two-generational services that aim to address 
both children’s developmental risks and the often-precarious and unstable economic circum-
stances of low-income families.  
As part of the multisite Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration and 
Evaluation Project (the Hard-to-Employ project), MDRC, together with its research partners, is 
conducting a rigorous evaluation of an enhanced version of the Early Head Start (EHS) pro-
gram. In the program model being tested here, formalized parental employment and educational 
services were implemented within EHS, resulting in “Enhanced EHS,” a two-generational, 
early childhood developmental program that serves low-income families who are expecting a 
child or who have a child under age 3. The Hard-to-Employ project is sponsored by the Admin-
istration for Children and Families and the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and 
Evaluation in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), with additional 
funding from the U.S. Department of Labor.  
This report discusses the challenges faced in implementing this Enhanced EHS program 
and presents short-term effects of the program on parents and their children approximately 18 
months after families first enrolled in the study. MDRC randomly assigned families either to a 
program group that was eligible to receive Enhanced EHS or to a control group that was not 
enrolled in EHS services but could receive alternate services available in the local community. 
Any subsequent differences between families in the program and control groups can be at-
tributed to Enhanced EHS.  
Key Findings 
 Though the programs in Kansas and Missouri were able to increase their fo-
cus on parental employment, educational, and self-sufficiency needs, en-
hanced EHS employment and educational services were modest in intensity, 
and participation rates were lower than expected.   
 Consistent with a traditional EHS model, Enhanced EHS provided compre-
hensive child-focused, parent education, and family support services through 
home visits and center-based child care; however, receipt of similar services 
was also high among control group families. 
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 Aside from affecting the type of child care used by families, Enhanced EHS 
had few impacts on parental employment, parenting behavior, and child 
well-being and development among the full research sample. These findings 
are not entirely surprising, given that programs had difficulties implementing 
enhanced EHS employment and educational services and that there was a 
relatively small differential in receipt of child development, parent education, 
and family support services between research groups. 
 Beneficial impacts of Enhanced EHS are more evident among families who 
were expecting a child or who had an infant (a child younger than 12 months 
old) when they entered the study and are more variable among families who 
had a toddler (a child 12 months old or older), but this finding should be in-
terpreted with caution because the research subgroups are small.  
What Is the Program Model? 
The program model that is being tested in two sites in Kansas and Missouri is an ex-
panded version of EHS. It includes an array of intensive early childhood developmental 
services, parent education, family support, and social service assistance that are commonly 
found in traditional EHS programs plus formalized services aimed at proactively addressing 
parents’ employment, educational, and self-sufficiency needs. The programs utilized mixed-
approach service delivery models whereby families had the flexibility of receiving EHS 
services through either home-based or center-based delivery options. (See Table ES.1.) Families 
could cycle from one service option to the other, depending on their needs, but they could not 
receive both home- and center-based service options at the same time.  
The programmatic enhancements that were aimed at parents’ employment, educational, 
and self-sufficiency needs include: 
1. Hiring on-site “self-sufficiency” specialist(s) to oversee and develop the pro-
grams’ employment and educational services; to work directly with families 
on employment, educational, and self-sufficiency needs and goals; and to act 
as “resource experts” by developing resource guides to help staff identify 
available employment and training-related opportunities in the community 
2. Building partnerships with welfare agencies and local programs that provide 
employment and training services 
3. Conducting staff trainings on the use of employment and educational re-
source guides to further develop the skills and competencies of frontline EHS
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staff, so that they were able to work with parents on employment, training, 
and self-sufficiency goals as needed  
4. Conducting parent trainings focused on employment, educational, and self-
sufficiency issues 
Whom Did the Program Serve? 
Enhanced EHS targeted low-income families with infants and toddlers or families who 
were expecting a child. Beginning in 2004 and ending in 2006, in two program sites in Kansas 
and Missouri, a total of 610 families who were new applicants to Enhanced EHS were random-
Component
Families receive weekly home visits with bimonthly group socialization 
experiences that facilitate interaction among families receiving EHS. Home 
visits are conducted by EHS program staff and primarily focus on conducting 
individualized developmental activities with children, demonstrating activities 
that parents and children can engage in together to foster parent-child 
interaction, modeling appropriate parenting behaviors, assessing children’s 
developmental progress, and addressing families’ social service needs. 
Center-based service option Families receive high-quality, center-based child care for at least 6 hours a day, 
5 days a week, either directly through EHS/HS centers or through child care 
centers in the community that provide care in line with EHS quality and safety 
requirements. While in center-based care, children receive daily lesson plans 
and activities tailored to their individual developmental needs and those of other 
children in the classroom. Families also engage in parent-teacher conferences or 
home visits conducted on at least a quarterly basis (depending on the program 
site and where children receive center-based care) in which parent education and 
family support and social service needs are addressed.  
Other specialized EHS services All families, regardless of whether they receive home- or center-based service 
options, also are offered an array of health, mental health, nutrition, and child 
disability services directly through EHS or through referrals to other providers 
in the community.
Home-based service option
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table ES.1
Core Components and Service Delivery Options of Traditional EHS
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
and Service Delivery Options of Enhanced EHS
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ly assigned in this study.1 About 90 percent of the primary parents who are identified on the 
EHS application forms are women. More than half were single and never married when they 
entered the study. Of the parents in the sample, 86 percent identified themselves as white, 8 
percent as black, and 5 percent as Hispanic/Latino(a) regardless of race. Slightly more than half 
worked more than 12 months in the three years prior to random assignment; about one-third 
worked 12 months or less; and 15 percent had not worked at all during that period. Slightly less 
than one-third of families were receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), 
and slightly less than half reported ever having received TANF before random assignment. At 
study entry, relative minorities of the sample were pregnant (11 percent) or teenage parents (12 
percent). As expected, children in the sample were about evenly distributed between boys and 
girls. On average, they were about 17 months old on entering the study.  
Although the study’s sample mirrors in many ways the range of characteristics of fami-
lies being served by EHS programs across the United States, it does include more white and 
fewer black and Hispanic/Latino(a) parents and children.2 This difference could have implica-
tions for the impacts detected here. Among sample members in the Early Head Start Research 
and Evaluation Project examining the effects of traditional EHS services, for example, impacts 
are larger in magnitude for ethnic minority families.3  
How Was Enhanced EHS Implemented? 
Following are the key findings about how Enhanced EHS was implemented in the two 
program sites in Kansas and Missouri. 
 Programs were able to increase their focus on parental employment and 
educational needs; however, they struggled to make employment, educa-
tional, and self-sufficiency services core components of Enhanced EHS.  
Programs successfully developed tools to assess parents’ employment and educational 
needs and resource guides of available employment and educational services in the community, 
                                                 
1As is true with all applications to EHS, families identify a particular child who is up to age 3 or during the 
prenatal period and who will be enrolled in the program. In this study’s 18-month parent survey and direct 
child assessments, this child is identified as the focal child who is the target of program services and is the 
focus of all questions related to child care and early educational experiences, parenting practices, and child 
development and well-being.  
2Center for Law and Social Policy, “Early Head Start Participants, Programs, Families, and Staff in 2006” 
(Washington, DC: Center for Law and Social Policy, 2008). 
3U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Making a 
Difference in the Lives of Infants and Toddlers and Their Families: The Impacts of Early Head Start, Vol. I: 
Final Technical Report (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for 
Children and Families, 2002). 
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and they hired on-site specialists who worked with program staff and families on issues related 
to parental employment, education, and self-sufficiency needs. Programs struggled, however, to 
integrate into their core EHS services and interactions with families a proactive focus on 
parental employment, educational, and self-sufficiency issues. Shifting the culture of a child-
focused program to address parental employment and educational needs was difficult. Many 
frontline staff had little experience discussing such issues with parents. Some staff also did not 
feel comfortable encouraging parents to spend time away from their children in pursuit of 
employment or educational activities. Furthermore, Enhanced EHS staff noted in these inter-
views that some parents were not interested in receiving employment or educational services 
because they preferred to stay at home, especially when their children were young. 
 The strength of Enhanced EHS was the provision of comprehensive 
home visiting and center-based child care aimed at enhancing infants’ 
and toddlers’ development and well-being, even though participating 
programs did not enhance these aspects of program services as part of 
this evaluation.  
The Enhanced EHS programs in Kansas and Missouri did not seek to further enhance 
basic home visiting and center-based child care services as part of this evaluation. Like most 
traditional EHS programs, Enhanced EHS provided a comprehensive array of intensive child-
focused developmental services, parent education, and family support and social service 
assistance, even as they sought to implement enhanced services aimed at addressing parents’ 
employment, educational, and self-sufficiency needs. 
 Among program group families, receipt of Enhanced EHS was relative-
ly high, but receipt of enhanced parental employment and educational 
services was relatively low. 
About 81 percent of families in the program group ever met with program staff or 
enrolled in Early Head Start or Head Start (EHS/HS) child care. Although 63 percent of 
program group families ever discussed employment, educational, or self-sufficiency issues with 
program staff, only 32 percent of parents in the program group ever met with the programs’ 
self-sufficiency specialists. These participation rates likely reflect the voluntary nature of EHS 
programs, the lack of interest on the part of some families in receiving EHS employment and 
educational services, and difficulties in implementing the programmatic enhancements that 
focused on parental employment, educational, and self-sufficiency needs. 
 Programs engaged a higher percentage of families with infants and preg-
nant women in Enhanced EHS services, and for longer periods of time, 
than families with toddlers (children 12 months or older) at study entry. 
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In the program group, about 90 percent of families with infants and pregnant women 
ever met with Enhanced EHS program staff or enrolled in EHS center-based child care, com-
pared with 73 percent of families with toddlers. Families with infants and pregnant women were 
also engaged in Enhanced EHS services for longer periods of time than their counterparts with 
older children, since they were less likely to age out of Enhanced EHS over the course of the 
18-month follow-up period.  
Furthermore, families with infants and pregnant women receiving Enhanced EHS were 
more likely than families with toddlers at study entry to receive home-based services, which 
provided more opportunities to interact directly with parents on a regular basis. Families receiv-
ing home-based services were also more likely to receive employment and educational services 
from the participating Enhanced EHS programs than families receiving center-based services.  
 Enhanced EHS increased families’ receipt of early childhood develop-
ment, parent education, and family support services, but control group 
families also reported high levels of assistance in these areas. 
Not surprisingly, a high proportion of families (91 percent) in the program group re-
ported receiving assistance across these domains. Yet it appears that other early childhood 
development, parent education, and family support services were also readily available in these 
communities. Eighty percent of families in the control group reported receiving assistance in 
these areas, though the services provided by other community programs were generally less 
intense in terms of dosage and scope of services offered.  
Did Enhanced EHS Make a Difference for Parents and Children? 
Enhanced EHS had few overall impacts for the full research sample, but it shows some 
evidence of differential impacts on key employment, parenting, and child well-being outcomes, 
depending on the child’s age. 
 For the full research sample, Enhanced EHS affected the type of child 
care that families used but had no statistically significant impacts on em-
ployment, economic, and parenting outcomes. The program slightly in-
creased children’s abilities to regulate their behaviors, but it had no sig-
nificant impacts on other aspects of child well-being and development. 
As shown in Table ES.2, Enhanced EHS significantly increased families’ use of formal 
child care, by 20 percentage points, and their use of EHS/HS center-based care, in particular, by 
33 percentage points. However, Enhanced EHS did not significantly affect parental employ-
ment, economic, and parenting outcomes for the full research sample. The program did slightly
ES-7 
 
Program Control Difference Effect
 Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
Child care use outcomes (%)
Any formal care 57.2 37.1 20.1 *** 0.40 0.000
Early Head Start/Head Start care 42.1 8.7 33.4 *** 0.77 0.000
Other formal care 21.3 30.5 -9.2 ** -0.21 0.018
Any home-based care 54.7 63.6 -8.9 ** -0.18 0.044
Care provided by relative 42.9 47.3 -4.4 -0.09 0.333
Care provided by nonrelative 24.1 38.4 -14.3 *** -0.31 0.001
Employment and income outcomes
Ever employed, Quarters 1-6 (%) 86.2 84.0 2.3 0.06 0.422
Total household income in prior month ($) 1,904 2,001 -96 -0.07 0.439
Hours worked per week 20.9 21.8 -0.9 -0.05 0.572
Hourly wage ($) 5.4 6.0 -0.6 -0.11 0.209
Any job benefits (%) 38.3 43.7 -5.4 -0.11 0.220
Parenting outcomes (%)
Frequency of parenting warmth:
At least once a day 98.2 98.5 -0.2 -0.02 0.839
Frequency of social play and cognitive stimulation:
At least once a day 59.4 54.2 5.2 0.11 0.245
Percentage of parents who suggest using only mild
disciplinary strategies in hypothetical situations 86.4 82.4 4.0 0.11 0.240
Parental psychological well-being outcomes
Parenting stress and aggravationb 1.5 1.5 0.0 -0.02 0.851
Parental psychological distressc 5.1 4.6 0.5 0.13 0.146
Child social and emotional outcomes
Self-regulation
Behavioral regulationd 0.9 0.7 0.2 ** 0.22 0.026
Delay of gratification/impulse controle 15.7 17.5 -1.8 -0.09 0.374
Total social and emotional problems 11.6 11.8 -0.2 -0.03 0.754
Total social and emotional competencies 17.6 17.4 0.2 0.09 0.321
237 244
(continued)
18 Months After Random Assignment
Sample size (total = 481)
Outcome
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table ES.2
Impacts on Selected Outcomes for the Full Research Sample 
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
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increase children’s abilities to regulate their behaviors, but it had no impacts on other aspects of 
children’s language, cognitive, and social and emotional outcomes, for the full research sample. 
It is likely that the lack of overall significant impacts for the full research sample reflects 
difficulties in implementing enhanced EHS employment and educational services, lower-than-
expected participation rates and service receipt among program group families, and high levels 
of engagement in child-focused, parent education, and family support services among control 
group families. 
 Consistent with prior studies of EHS, positive impacts of Enhanced EHS 
seem to be more evident among families who had infants and pregnant 
women when they first entered the study, but this finding should be in-
terpreted with caution because the research subgroup is small.  
As shown in Table ES.3, a clustering of more pronounced positive impacts on key par-
ent and child outcomes was found among families who were expecting a child or had infants at 
study entry. It could be that families with infants and pregnant women were more likely to 
benefit from Enhanced EHS because they were engaged in program services, particularly 
Enhanced EHS home-based services, at higher rates and for longer periods of time than their 
counterparts with older children at study entry.  
Table ES.2 (continued)
SOURCES: MDRC calculations based on responses to the 18-month survey, direct child assessments of 
children's self-regulation outcomes, and the National Directory of  New Hires database.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
The significance level indicates the probability that one would incorrectly conclude that a difference exists 
between research groups for the corresponding variable.
Results in this table are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics. 
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program and 
control groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control group standard 
deviation).
bParenting stress and aggravation are measured by a composite scale (from 1 to 5) that averages seven items 
assessing the degree of difficulty that parents experienced in caring for the focal child (Abidin, “Parenting 
Stress Index –– Short Form,” 3rd ed. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc., 1995).
cParental psychological distress is measured on a scale of 1 to 25 using the K-6 Mental Health Screening 
Tool (Kessler, Barker, Colpe, Epstein, Gfroerer, Hiripi, Howes, Normand, Manderscheid, Walters, and 
Zaslavsky, “Screening for Serious Mental Illness in the General Population,” Archives of General Psychiatry
60: 184-189 [2003]). 
dChildren’s behavioral regulation is measured by a composite measure based on whether the child slowed 
down during none, one, or two direct child assessment tasks in which the child was asked to draw circles and to 
walk a line at varying speeds. 
eChildren’s delay of gratification is measured by a single direct assessment in which children are asked to 
wait and not to peek while the interviewer noisily pretends to wrap a “gift.” The outcome is the latency to first 
peek, in seconds, during the waiting period. 
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Consistent with impacts for the full research sample, Enhanced EHS appears to have 
increased the use of formal child care, and of EHS/HS care in particular, while decreasing the 
extent to which families with infants and pregnant women on study entry relied on home-based 
care arrangements provided by nonrelatives.  
Enhanced EHS did not affect most employment and economic outcomes examined; 
however, it appears to have improved parents’ earnings late in the follow-up period among 
families who were pregnant or had infants (not shown). In addition, Enhanced EHS might have 
improved employment and job-quality outcomes for parents in this subgroup of families (Table 
ES.3): parents with infants and pregnant women at study entry in the program group worked 
more hours, were more likely to receive such benefits as sick or vacation days with full pay and 
health insurance coverage, and perceived greater workplace flexibility to tend to the needs of 
their families and children than parents with infants and pregnant women in the control group.  
Lastly, Enhanced EHS increased parental warmth and decreased parenting-specific 
stress and aggravation among families who were pregnant or had infants when they entered the 
study (Table ES.3). Again, these effects are generally modest in magnitude. Parents in the 
program group also reported that infants showed fewer social and emotional behavior problems 
than parents in the control group did. 
 Enhanced EHS appears to have had varying impacts among families 
with toddlers at study entry, but this finding should be interpreted with 
caution because this research subgroup is small. 
Enhanced EHS increased the extent to which families with toddlers relied on EHS/HS 
care and decreased their reliance on home-based care provided by nonrelatives. However, in 
contrast to impacts among families with infants at study entry, Enhanced EHS decreased the use 
of other forms of formal care but did not affect the overall use of formal child care among 
families with toddlers at study entry (Table ES.3).  
Although Enhanced EHS did not affect most employment and economic outcomes ex-
amined, toward the end of the follow-up period, program group parents with toddlers appear to 
have earned slightly less than their counterparts in the control group (not shown). Enhanced 
EHS also appears to have reduced the hours that parents worked, their wages, and whether they 
received benefits at their jobs (Table ES.3). Yet, among families with toddlers (not shown), 
Enhanced EHS appears to have facilitated the balance between family and work demands by 
reducing the extent to which family life interfered with parents’ abilities to go to work.  
Lastly, Enhanced EHS did not significantly affect parenting behaviors or parenting-
specific stress, but it appears to have increased parents’ reports of psychological distress among 
families with toddlers at study entry (Table ES.3). However, in line with earlier findings for 
ES-12 
families with infants, Enhanced EHS also appears to have enhanced toddlers’ self-regulation, as 
evidenced by their abilities to regulate their behaviors on tasks when they were asked to walk a 
line and draw circles at varying speeds.  
What Are the Implications of the Results? 
The foregoing findings illuminate the real-world challenges of implementing enhanced 
parental employment and educational services within the scope of an early childhood interven-
tion. First, it can be difficult to ensure that program staff view addressing parents’ employment, 
educational, and self-sufficiency needs as core components of program services and are com-
fortable encouraging parents to pursue employment and educational activities, particularly when 
children are very young. Second, some parents who seek out early childhood development 
services prefer to be at home while their children are young. 
The story is still unfolding as to whether a parental employment, educational, and self-
sufficiency enhancement to an early childhood, two-generational program –– such as En-
hanced EHS –– can be effective at promoting better employment, economic, and child well-
being outcomes for low-income families. The short-term results of this study are mixed. The 
study finds little evidence that the program improved outcomes for low-income parents and 
children in the full research sample approximately 18 months after families first enrolled in the 
study. However, preliminary evidence suggests that beneficial impacts of the program may be 
evident among families who were expecting a child or had a very young infant when they first 
entered the study.  
To better understand the long-term effects of Enhanced EHS, this study will continue to 
track sample members and will collect information on key employment, economic, parenting, 
and child well-being outcomes about 42 months after families first entered the study. Future 
analyses will also aim to disentangle the mechanisms by which Enhanced EHS might influence 
outcomes for parents and children. 
 
1 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Are there strategies that can improve low-income parents’ employment and economic 
self-sufficiency while enhancing their young children’s development? Living in poverty can 
have profound effects on young children’s development and their prospects for the future. One 
promising way to address the precarious economic circumstances of low-income families and 
the developmental risks that young children face is through two-generational services aimed at 
dually addressing low-income parents’ employment and economic self-sufficiency needs and 
the developmental needs of their young children. 
This report presents interim results from a rigorous evaluation of an enhancement to a 
two-generational, early childhood program aimed at addressing the needs of low-income 
parents who are at risk for unemployment. In the program being evaluated here in two sites in 
Kansas and Missouri, a proactive program focusing on parental employment and the economic 
self-sufficiency needs of families was implemented within a traditional Early Head Start (EHS) 
program. The enhancements together with traditional EHS services offered by the program are 
referred to as “Enhanced EHS.” It included the addition of on-site self-sufficiency specialists to 
work with program staff and families on topics related to employment, education, and self-
sufficiency; formalized employment and self-sufficiency services; and community partnerships 
with local employment-focused and educational agencies. This program represents one of four 
strategies being studied in the Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration and 
Evaluation Project (the Hard-to-Employ project). The evaluation is sponsored by the Adminis-
tration for Children and Families and the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and 
Evaluation in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), with additional 
funding from the Department of Labor. 
The results of the evaluation indicate that Enhanced EHS had few overall effects on pa-
rental employment, family functioning, and child well-being over the 18-month follow-up 
period. Although there is some evidence to suggest that the program’s positive impacts in these 
areas were concentrated among families who were expecting a child or had a very young infant 
when they first entered the study, these results should be interpreted with caution, given the 
relatively small size of the research sample. The lack of overall impacts for the full research 
sample could reflect difficulties in enhancing EHS services with a focus on parental employ-
ment and self-sufficiency. Though program operators aimed to add employment and self-
sufficiency services to the existing EHS programs, the full potential of these enhancements may 
not have been realized. First, shifting the culture of an early childhood educational program 
toward a focus on parental employment, education, and self-sufficiency needs was difficult; 
2 
some frontline staff had little experience addressing parental employment and educational 
issues or did not see their primary role as pushing parents –– primarily mothers with very young 
children –– to spend time away from their children in pursuit of employment or educational 
activities. Similarly, some parents expressed a preference for staying at home, especially when 
their children were young. Second, the implementation and impact analyses indicate that control 
group families received a relatively high dosage of family development, parenting education, 
and child-focused services from other early childhood and child development programs in the 
community –– services that were similar to but less intense than what the program group 
received in Enhanced EHS. This might have diluted the degree to which the program was 
capable of producing measurable changes in the lives of parents and children relative to their 
counterparts in the control group. 
This chapter first explains the background and relevance of the evaluation and summa-
rizes the related research. Then it presents an overview of the Enhanced EHS model and its 
theory of change –– hypotheses about how the program might lead to improved outcomes for 
low-income parents and their young children. That is followed by descriptions of the study’s 
research design and sites, the characteristics of the sample members when they entered the 
study, and the sources of data used in the analysis. The chapter concludes by outlining the 
structure of the report. 
The Background and Policy Relevance of the Evaluation 
The rate of child poverty in the United States remains persistently high. In 2007, over 
13 million children under the age of 18 lived in families with incomes below the federal poverty 
level. When families living at or near poverty thresholds are considered — that is, below 200 
percent of the federal poverty level — the number of children living in low-income families 
jumps to more than 28 million, or 39 percent of all children in the United States.1 The statistics 
isolating the economic plight of families with infants and toddlers (children age 3 or younger) 
are even more troubling. Of the 12 million infants and toddlers living in the United States in 
2007, 5.4 million (43 percent) lived in low-income families, and 2.7 million (21 percent) lived 
in families with incomes below the federal poverty level.2  
Families’ economic hardships and unstable financial circumstances can have harmful 
consequences for children. Numerous studies have found that living in poverty can impede 
young children’s cognitive development and can contribute to poorer physical health outcomes 
                                                          
1Fass and Cauthen (2008).  
2Douglas-Hall and Chau (2008). 
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as well as social, emotional, and behavioral problems.3 The children who appear to be at 
greatest risk are infants and toddlers and children whose families experience chronic and severe 
economic hardships.4 Thus, there are particular concerns about the plight of very young children 
whose parents or families face serious obstacles to achieving stable employment and economic 
self-sufficiency; in essence, such risk factors as depression, severe stress, low levels of educa-
tion, substance abuse, and family violence can make it difficult for parents to achieve economic 
stability and are often the same factors that impinge on their abilities to support and nurture their 
children and that place children at developmental risk.5 At the same time, these relationships 
tend to be bidirectional, such that having children with chronic and severe developmental and 
physical health issues can also interfere with parents’ abilities to maintain sustained employ-
ment and economic self-sufficiency.6  
Evidence from Research on Two-Generational Services 
In most two-generational programs, early childhood educational services are offered to 
children, while parents are offered services to help them enhance their parenting skills and, 
sometimes, to address their social service needs.  
A review of several major studies of early childhood programs highlights the potential 
of two-generational approaches for enhancing children’s cognitive,7 language,8 and social, 
emotional, and behavioral development.9 Such programs have also been shown to improve 
parenting behaviors (for example, by decreasing harsh parenting and increasing emotional 
warmth and support)10 and parental employment and economic self-sufficiency.11 This evidence 
suggests that a combined approach of home- and center-based services might be particularly 
                                                          
3Duncan and Brooks-Gunn (1997, 2000). 
4Duncan, Brooks-Gunn, and Klebanov (1994). 
5Evans (2004); Evans and English (2002). 
6Danziger, Kalil, and Anderson (2000). 
7U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002); 
Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, Liaw, and Spiker (1993); Campbell and Ramey (1994); Dokecki, Hargrove, and 
Sandler (1983); Ramey and Campbell (1991); St. Pierre, Layzer, Goodson, and Bernstein (1997); Wasik, 
Ramey, Bryant, and Sparling (1990). 
8U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002); Wa-
sik, Ramey, Bryant, and Sparling (1990). 
9Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, Liaw, and Spiker (1993); St. Pierre, Layzer, Goodson, and Bernstein (1997). 
10U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002); Do-
kecki, Hargrove, and Sandler (1983); Travers, Nauta, and Irvin (1982); Olds et al. (1999); St. Pierre, Layzer, 
Goodson, and Bernstein (1997). 
11Administration for Children and Families (2002); Olds et al. (1999); St. Pierre, Layzer, Goodson, and 
Bernstein (1997). 
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powerful for mitigating multiple family risk factors and affecting the broadest range of parent 
and child outcomes.12 
At the same time, the short-term effects –– particularly in terms of parental employment 
and economic outcomes –– are often modest in magnitude, and many of the programs’ effects 
tend to fade over time,13 suggesting that there may be ways to further enhance key programmat-
ic components of two-generational services. Furthermore, there is great diversity in the ap-
proaches taken by two-generational programs in serving low-income families, not only in terms 
of the timing, duration, and intensity of child-focused and parenting services but also in the 
nature and degree to which services proactively focus on parents’ social service needs –– 
particularly their employment, educational, and economic self-sufficiency needs.14 In general, 
programs tend to react to parents’ employment and economic crises (such as job loss), rather 
than proactively assisting parents to achieve more stable employment in order to become 
economically self-sufficient. 
Taken together, earlier research demonstrates the promise of a multipronged approach 
to address challenges that low-income parents and their young children face,15 and yet it also 
highlights opportunities to enhance early childhood, two-generational programs with a more 
proactive focus on parents’ employment and economic self-sufficiency needs.  
Description of the Program Model 
This evaluation tests a model consisting of a proactive program focusing on the em-
ployment and economic self-sufficiency needs of low-income parents that was implemented 
within a two-generational, early childhood education program. The evaluation builds on two 
existing EHS programs that operated in Kansas and Missouri. The program model being tested 
includes all the home- and center-based, early childhood developmental, parent education, and 
family development services that are typically found in traditional EHS programs plus an 
expanded parental self-sufficiency component aimed at helping parents work toward education-
al, employment, and economic self-sufficiency goals.  
                                                          
12U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002); 
Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, Liaw, and Spiker (1993); St. Pierre, Layzer, Goodson, and Bernstein (1997). 
13U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002); Olds 
et al. (1999); St. Pierre, Layzer, Goodson, and Bernstein (1997); Wasik, Ramey, Bryant, and Sparling (1990). 
14U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002). 
15Brooks-Gunn, Berlin, and Fuligni (2000); Yoshikawa (1994). 
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Early Head Start 
Early Head Start (EHS), an early childhood program that serves pregnant women and 
families with children under age 3, emerged as an early candidate for the Hard-to-Employ project 
for three reasons. First, EHS focuses on promoting children’s school readiness and developmen-
tal outcomes by providing a range of intensive child-focused, parent education, and family 
development services through home visits and high-quality, center-based child care. Second, a 
strong programmatic emphasis is placed on directly enhancing young children’s physical, 
behavioral, language, and cognitive development and on indirectly supporting their well-being 
by promoting positive parent-child relationships and addressing parents’ mental health and 
families’ social service needs, as well as by promoting healthy prenatal outcomes for pregnant 
women. Third, EHS targets and places a priority on high-needs and low-income families, many 
of whom experience multiple barriers to employment and financial self-sufficiency. 
The goals of traditional EHS are generally achieved through a variety of program op-
tions, including (1) center-based services, which provide all child-focused and family develop-
ment services to families through center-based child care services; (2) home-based services, 
which provide all services to families through weekly home visits, and the program is responsi-
ble for ensuring that families who need child care find high-quality care in the community; and 
(3) mixed-approach services, whereby families receive a combination of home-based and 
center-based services at the same time or they cycle from one service option to the other but do 
not receive both types of services at the same time. In the Hard-to-Employ project, the focus is 
placed on EHS services that are delivered using a mixed-approach program model.  
Programmatic Enhancements to Existing EHS Self-Sufficiency Services 
The program model tested here is an expanded version of EHS, which has been en-
hanced with a more explicit programmatic focus on parental employment, education, and 
economic self-sufficiency. The EHS programs participating in this evaluation were interested in 
increasing their focus on these issues and were enhanced with additional funding from the Head 
Start Bureau and close technical assistance from MDRC. A brief description of the Enhanced 
EHS services is provided below, and Chapter 2 presents a more detailed description of the 
Enhanced EHS programs that were implemented in Kansas and Missouri. Through this col-
laborative effort, formalized parental employment, educational, and self-sufficiency EHS 
services were developed, including: 
1. Hiring on-site “self-sufficiency” specialists(s) to oversee and develop the 
programs’ employment and self-sufficiency services; to work directly with 
families on employment, educational, and self-sufficiency needs and goals; 
and to act as “resource experts” by developing resource guides to help staff 
6 
identify available employment and training-related opportunities in the 
community 
2. Building partnerships with welfare agencies and local programs that provide 
employment and training services 
3. Conducting staff trainings on the use of employment and educational re-
source guides to further develop the skills and competencies of frontline EHS 
staff, so that they were able to work with parents’ employment, training, and 
self-sufficiency goals as needed  
4. Conducting parent trainings focused on employment, educational, and self-
sufficiency issues 
The Program Model’s Theory of Change 
The ultimate goals of interventions being studied in the Hard-to-Employ project are to 
help individuals who face significant barriers to employment achieve stable employment and 
reduce their risk of dependency on public assistance, in order to benefit themselves and their 
families and children. Figure 1.1 depicts the logic behind how Enhanced EHS might lead to 
improved parental employment and economic self-sufficiency and to enhanced children’s well-
being. As shown in this conceptual model, Enhanced EHS could affect a range of services that 
participating families receive, including (1) child-focused services delivered in center- and/or 
home-based settings; (2) employment, educational, and self-sufficiency services; and (3) 
parenting, parent education, and family development services. 
The following section discusses how program-driven changes in service receipt are ex-
pected to improve parental employment and economic self-sufficiency outcomes as well as 
children’s development and well-being. Direct and indirect pathways and the synergistic effects 
by which Enhanced EHS could affect parental and child outcomes are hypothesized. Lastly, the 
section considers how the impacts of Enhanced EHS might vary with the child’s age.   
Enhancing Parental Employment and Economic Self-Sufficiency  
Enhanced EHS is expected to directly improve parents’ abilities to sustain employment 
and their families’ financial circumstances by way of a proactive programmatic focus on 
parental employment and economic self-sufficiency needs. At the same time, Enhanced EHS 
may also indirectly improve parental employment and self-sufficiency outcomes by targeting 
common barriers to sustained parental employment –– such as low levels of education, child 
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care problems, and parental mental health issues16 –– through the provision of reliable, high-
quality center-based care and other home-based and mental health services directly aimed at 
supporting parents’ and children’s well-being.  
Benefiting Children’s Development and Well-Being  
Enhanced EHS is also expected to benefit children directly through child-focused 
home-based services and the provision of reliable, high-quality, center-based care — a form of 
child care that experimental and nonexperimental research has generally linked with better 
cognitive development and positive behavior.17 At the same time, the provision of parenting, 
parent education, and family development services could directly and indirectly result in 
psychological benefits for parents and more positive family environments and parenting, such 
as the use of more effective disciplinary strategies, emotionally supportive parent-child rela-
tions, and parental engagement in more cognitively stimulating activities in the home. As such, 
Enhanced EHS can have synergistic benefits for children by changing multiple aspects of child 
care and early educational experiences outside the home –– as well as experiences in the home, 
by improving parental psychological well-being, family functioning, and parenting practices.  
This pattern of impacts on children’s well-being may become more evident if Enhanced 
EHS also improves parental employment, education, and economic outcomes. First, parents’ 
reliance and need for nonparental child care may increase as a result of receiving Enhanced 
EHS. Thus, children in families receiving the program may spend more time in child care 
overall and notably more time in EHS center-based child care, which could benefit their well-
being. Second, program-driven increases in income and parental employment and education 
might contribute to positive parenting, not only by enhancing parents’ ability to buy cognitively 
stimulating materials for their children but also by enhancing parents’ psychological well-being, 
which enables them to engage in more supportive and educational interactions with their 
children, such as talking, reading, teaching, showing affection to, and encouraging them.18   
It could also be that parental employment and families’ uncertain financial circum-
stances interfere with child care and children’s early educational experiences and parenting, if 
parents find only low-wage or poor-quality jobs as result of receiving Enhanced EHS services. 
There can be more constraints on how parents’ spend their money, and earnings may not offset 
work-related costs, such as child care and domestic help.19 These stressors can impinge on 
                                                          
16Danziger, Kalil, and Anderson (2000). 
17NICHD Early Child Care Research Network (2002a, 2002b); NICHD Early Child Care Research Net-
work and Duncan (2003).  
18Hoffman (1989); McLoyd (1990); Sears and Galambos (1992). 
19Edin and Lein (1997). 
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parents’ mental health over time. However, it is less likely that such stressors will outweigh the 
program’s potential benefits for parental psychological well-being and parent-child relations 
because Enhanced EHS takes a multipronged approach to support nurturing parent-child 
relations; healthy physical, cognitive, and socioemotional child development; and parents’ 
employment, educational, and self-sufficiency needs. 
How Might the Impacts of Enhanced EHS Differ by a Child’s Age? 
There are a number of reasons to expect that the effects of Enhanced EHS might vary 
with children’s ages at the time that families receive program services.  
First, because families are no longer eligible for EHS services when children turn 3 
years old, mothers who were pregnant and families with newborns and infants could be enrolled 
in the program for potentially longer periods of time than those who enrolled when children 
were toddlers. This could result in potentially stronger effects for pregnant women and families 
with younger children at study entry. 
Second, prior evaluation evidence of two-generational programs –– like the Early Head 
Start Research and Evaluation project –– and other child-focused and family development 
programs suggest that early intervention, either before or immediately after the birth of a child, 
is a particularly effective strategy for improving family functioning and parenting behaviors.20 
This suggests that Enhanced EHS might be more effective at promoting positive outcomes 
among families who first enrolled in the program when children were newborn infants or 
mothers were pregnant.  
Third, in the literature, it has often been debated whether early maternal employment 
and nonparental care, particularly center-based care, has beneficial effects for very young 
children. For example, in contrast to the research summarized above, some recent nonexperi-
mental findings suggest that early maternal employment –– especially when a mother is 
employed full time during the first year of a child’s life –– can have adverse effects on some 
aspects of child development.21 These findings coincide with nonexperimental evidence 
elsewhere suggesting that center-based child care can, at times, have negative consequences for 
children, such as increased behavior problems and aggression in preschool and early school 
when children enter center-based care at an early age or are in child care for extended hours.22 In 
general, however, the expectation is that the high-quality, child-focused nature of Enhanced 
                                                          
20U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002); 
Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, Liaw, and Spiker (1993); Olds et al. (1999). 
21Waldfogel, Han, and Brooks-Gunn (2002); Brooks-Gunn, Han, and Waldfogel (2002).  
22Belsky (2001); NICHD Early Child Care Research Network (2003a, 2003b). 
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EHS center-based services –– as well as the social support, parent education, and family 
development EHS services –– will benefit very young infants and their families and that these 
benefits would outweigh potential risks that early nonparental care or maternal employment 
might have on young children. 
Taken together, the prior research leads to questions about whether the impacts of En-
hanced EHS will depend on the focal child’s age.23 To disentangle these competing hypotheses, 
the impact analysis centers on whether there are differential effects of Enhanced EHS for 
families who were expecting a child or who had children younger than 12 months at random 
assignment (collectively defined as “families with infants”) and for families with children 12 
months or older at random assignment (defined as “families with toddlers”).  
It is worth noting that a number of additional competing hypotheses can also be gener-
ated about how the program’s impacts might vary by other family characteristics, such as 
single- and two-parent status. For example, one could imagine how the program’s impact on 
parental, and particularly maternal, employment might vary depending on whether another 
parent is present in the household and whether that parent is employed. Therefore, impact 
analyses were explored separately for single- and two-parent households as well.   
Finally, it is possible that impacts could vary by site. As discussed in Chapter 2, the 
program sites took various approaches to implementing core and enhanced EHS services 
focused on parental employment and self-sufficiency needs and differed in site-level charac-
teristics, such as urbanicity, employment and educational opportunities, and available services 
in the local communities. It is possible that certain program approaches are more effective or 
less effective at increasing parental employment in urban/suburban settings, as opposed to more 
rural areas. Though it is impossible to disentangle which service and contextual factors would 
drive any differences in impacts, impact analyses were explored separately by site as well.  
The Research Design, Sites, Characteristics of Sample Members, 
and Data Sources 
This evaluation uses a random assignment research design to test the effects –– on par-
ents and their young children –– of the package of Enhanced EHS services, including pro-
grammatic enhancements to self-sufficiency services. This section first describes how families 
                                                          
23As is true with all applications to EHS, families identify a particular child who is up to age 3 or during 
the prenatal period and who will be enrolled in the program. In this study’s 18-month parent survey and direct 
child assessments, this child is identified as the focal child who is the target of program services and is the 
focus of all questions related to child care and early educational experiences, parenting practices, and child 
development and well-being. 
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became part of the research sample and were randomly assigned. Then it describes the sites 
participating in the evaluation and some characteristics of the study’s sample members. The 
section concludes with a discussion of the data sources used in this report and the follow-up 
periods for the impact analysis.    
The Research Design, Sample Intake, and Random Assignment Process 
The target population for the study included low-income families with infants and tod-
dlers and pregnant women who were new applicants to Enhanced EHS. The programs targeted 
families who met the following eligibility criteria:24 
 Had a family income at or below the federal poverty threshold25 
 Had a child under the age of 3 or were expecting a child  
 Lived in the Enhanced EHS program’s designated service area 
New applicant families were recruited and randomly assigned into Enhanced EHS on a 
rolling basis beginning in late July or early August 2004 and ending in December 2006. A total 
of 610 families were randomly assigned –– 305 families in each research group.  
Figure 1.2 illustrates the sample intake and random assignment process. Families who 
were interested in receiving Enhanced EHS completed an application. After verifying their 
eligibility for Enhanced EHS, families were assigned a priority score based on their specific 
needs, barriers to employment, or circumstances. Priority was given to pregnant women and 
families who had infants or toddlers and those who had particular characteristics related to 
employment, welfare receipt, parent or child disability, or teenage parental status.26 For the 
purposes of the evaluation, program staff then explained the study and the random assignment 
                                                          
24These eligibility criteria mirror those that were utilized by the existing EHS programs prior to participat-
ing in this evaluation. 
25In some cases, the income requirement could be waived if the child or family had special needs or other 
selected criteria, like an older sibling enrolled in Early Head Start or Head Start (EHS/HS). Programs partici-
pating in this evaluation set their own criteria for circumstances in which the eligibility criteria could be 
waived. However, no more than 10 percent of a program’s enrolled caseload could exceed the income 
eligibility requirement at any time. 
26To ensure that the neediest families (such as those with children who had disabilities) were not excluded 
from receiving services and that the programs were able to meet Head Start Program Performance Standards 
while random assignment continued, each program was given a set number of exemptions from random 
assignment per year (determined as a percentage of projected new enrollees to the program), to be used for 
families based on specific criteria defined by the programs before the start of the study (such as having a child 
with a disability or a sibling already enrolled in EHS/HS services). A small number of families who met these 
exemption criteria were allowed to bypass random assignment and were enrolled in Enhanced EHS, but they 
were excluded from the study sample and from this report’s implementation and impact analyses.   
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The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Figure 1.2
Random Assignment Flow Chart
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Program Group
Program staff determine family’s eligibility for Enhanced EHS 
services, and family is assigned a priority score based on needs and 
family characteristics
Program staff determine if applicant family fits exclusionary category 
for random assignment
NO
YES
     - Family is informed of the study and random assignment process 
     - If the family agrees to be randomly assigned, informed consent 
       is obtained, and family completes the Program Information
       Form and contact sheet
Family is 
exempt from 
random 
assignment
Family is given 
next available 
slot
Family is 
enrolled in 
Enhanced EHS 
services
Program slot is 
filled
Family is not 
eligible for 
Enhanced EHS 
services but 
remains 
eligible for 
other services 
in the 
community
When program slot becomes available,
top two families on the wait list are randomly assigned
Family is placed on waiting list for Enhanced EHS services, based 
on assigned priority score
Family is 
enrolled in 
Enhanced EHS 
services
Program slot is 
filled
Interested family applies for Enhanced EHS services
Control Group
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process. Families were not required to participate in the evaluation, but the only way they could 
receive program services was to consent to being randomly assigned. Families who agreed to 
this completed the Program Information Form and contact sheet and were then placed on the 
waiting list for Enhanced EHS in priority order, based on their needs and circumstances. When 
a program slot became available, paired random assignment was conducted with the top two 
eligible and interested families on the waiting list.  
Families were randomly assigned to one of two research groups: 
 The Enhanced EHS program group. If assigned to the program group, the 
family was enrolled in Enhanced EHS services, which included enhanced 
EHS self-sufficiency services as well as traditional EHS services. 
 The control group. If assigned to the control group, the family was not able 
to access Enhanced EHS or traditional EHS provided by the two participat-
ing programs in Kansas and Missouri, but it was able to seek alternative ser-
vices available in the community. 
After the random assignment process was completed, program staff informed families 
about their research group designation. Families in the Enhanced EHS program group were 
contacted to set up their initial enrollment meeting with program staff and were enrolled in 
either the home-based or the center-based Enhanced EHS service option, depending on which 
program slot was available. Once families were enrolled in Enhanced EHS, they could cycle 
from one service option to the other, depending on their needs and on service option availabili-
ty, but they could not receive both home- and center-based service options at the same time. 
Families who were assigned to the control group were given a resource list of available services 
that they could access in the community.  
Parents and children in both research groups were tracked over time to determine the 
impacts of Enhanced EHS. Random assignment helps ensure that parents’ and children’s 
characteristics –– both measured (such as child’s gender and age) and unmeasured (such as 
motivation, parenting attitudes and beliefs) –– are, on average, similar across the two groups at 
the beginning of the study. Hence, any subsequent average group differences in outcomes for 
parents and children in the program and control groups that are measured at the follow-up point 
can be attributed with a high level of confidence to Enhanced EHS.  
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The Study Sites 
This study evaluates two EHS programs in Kansas and Missouri that enhanced their ex-
isting services with formalized employment and self-sufficiency services.27 These programs 
were selected based on their histories of delivering high-quality EHS services, the use of a 
mixed-approach program model (a combination of home- and center-based services that the 
Early Head Start Research and Evaluation project points to as being potentially most effective 
for enhancing young children’s developmental outcomes),28 their capacities to build sufficient 
waiting lists to sustain and justify random assignment, and support by their EHS policy councils 
for a random assignment study and programmatic enhancements to existing EHS services. 
Southeast Kansas Community Action Program (SEK-CAP) Early Head Start 
(Girard, Kansas) 
SEK-CAP is a community-based agency that serves low-income families and children in 
12 rural counties of southeast Kansas. It receives funding from a combination of federal and state 
grants to provide a mix of services, including family outreach, transportation, and housing 
services, in addition to the early childhood educational services of EHS and Head Start (HS) 
programs. When families were first being enrolled in the study in Kansas, the SEK-CAP EHS 
program was able to serve up to 50 families at a time. In August 2006, the program received an 
additional grant from the state to serve an additional 30 families and to expand the service area, 
bringing the total number of families served by the EHS program to 80 families at a time. At the 
start of the evaluation, all participating families were offered a mix of EHS home-based services 
and center-based services through EHS community partnership child care centers; families could 
move seamlessly from one service option to another. All families received weekly home visits by 
family educators, and twice a month they attended group socialization sessions at which parents 
and children interacted with other EHS families, regardless of whether they also received child 
care through EHS community partnership centers. In 2007, the EHS program expanded services 
and opened EHS centers providing child care, at which time families who received EHS center-
based child care services received home visits from program staff twice a month. 
Youth in Need Early Head Start (St. Charles, Missouri) 
Youth in Need is a multiservice agency that serves low-income families and children in 
eastern Missouri. In addition to operating EHS and HS programs, the agency provides residen-
tial treatment programs, outreach services for homeless individuals and families, after-school 
                                                          
27Initially, three programs in Kansas and Missouri were identified that met the selection criteria, and all 
three agreed to participate in the evaluation. However, one site dropped out of the study because of program-
matic challenges, including difficulties sustaining a waiting list. 
28U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002). 
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leadership and educational programs for youth, and individual and group mental health services. 
During the time that families were enrolled in the study, the Youth in Need EHS program, 
which was supported exclusively by federal grants, was funded to serve 199 families in four 
suburban and rural counties surrounding St. Louis, Missouri. The EHS program provided both 
home-based and center-based services. Families could move seamlessly from one service 
option to the other but generally did not receive both service options at once. Families who were 
exclusively enrolled in EHS center-based child care services received parental support and child 
development services through daily interactions with teachers and center-based managers at 
EHS child care centers. Families who did not receive EHS center-based child care received 
weekly home visits by family educators and attended group socialization sessions twice per 
month, where parents and children interacted with other EHS families. However, families who 
received child care through collaborative partnerships at other community-based child care 
centers also received home-based services in the form of quarterly visits from a home visitor. 
Characteristics of Sample Members at Baseline 
Table 1.1 presents selected characteristics of parents and children in the study sample at 
the time of random assignment, by research group, as well as the baseline characteristics of the 
full, pooled research sample (610 families). The sample is split evenly across study sites. 
Information on the demographic and background characteristics of families, parents, and 
children is drawn from the EHS application forms and assessments that are completed just 
before families were randomly assigned to research groups in SEK-CAP and Youth in Need. As 
expected with random assignment, the two research groups are very similar. Nearly all the 
primary parents who are identified on the EHS applications in the pooled sample are women 
(90 percent). More than half were single and never married (54 percent) at study entry. Of the 
parents in the sample, 86 percent identified themselves as white, 8 percent as black, and 5 
percent as Hispanic/Latino(a) regardless of race. Slightly more than half the sample (52 percent) 
worked more than 12 months in the three years prior to random assignment; one-third worked 
12 months or less; and 15 percent had not worked at all during that period. Slightly less than 
one-third of families (29 percent) were receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF) on entering the study, and slightly less than half (47 percent) reported ever having 
received TANF before random assignment. Small minorities of the sample members were 
pregnant women (11 percent) or teen parents (12 percent) at study entry. Slightly more than half 
the children in the sample (53 percent) are boys. On average, children in the sample were about 
17 months old on entering the study.  
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Characteristic Program Control
Group Group Total 
Primary parent 
Female 89.8 89.4 89.6
Average age (in years) 25.7 25.9 25.8
Marital status (%)
Single, never married 54.8 53.5 54.2
Married 26.2 31.4 28.8
Separated/divorced/widowed 18.9 15.1 17.0
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino(a) (%) 3.3 7.0 5.1  **
Race/ethnicitya (%)
White 87.7 84.3 86.0
Black or African-American 7.3 9.4 8.3
Some other race/ethnicity 5.0 6.4 5.7
Highest educationb (%)
GED certificate/high school diploma 69.8 64.7 67.2
Postsecondary degree 7.9 7.2 7.5
None of the above 22.3 28.1 25.3
Primary parent employed during the past 3 years (%) [   ]
Did not work at all 15.3 15.1 15.2
Worked 1 year or less 29.7 36.6 33.1
Worked more than 1 year 55.0 48.3 51.7
Prenatalc (%) 10.8 10.5 10.7
Teen parent (%) 11.5 12.5 12.0
Two-parent household (%) 39.0 44.9 42.0
Currently on TANFd (%) 29.2 28.9 29.1
Ever on TANFd (%) 48.2 45.1 46.6
Childe
Gender (%)
Girls 47.5 46.5 47.0
Boys 52.5 53.5 53.0
Average age (in months) 17.7 16.3 17.0
Sample size 305 305 610
(continued)
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 1.1
Characteristics of Sample Members at Baseline, by Research Group Status
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
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Overall, the Enhanced EHS study population’s characteristics are in line with the range 
of characteristics of families being served by EHS programs across the United States in 2006,29 
with one noted exception. This study sample includes more white parents and fewer black and 
Hispanic/Latino(a) parents, regardless of race. According to Program Information Report data 
available on EHS programs across the United States from the 2005-2006 program year, 42 
percent of families identified as being white, 25 percent as black, and 30 percent as Hispan-
ic/Latino(a). Differences in the racial and ethnic composition of the study sample from the 
broader EHS population could have implications for the impacts detected here. Among sample 
members in the Early Head Start Research and Evaluation project examining the effects of 
traditional EHS services, for example, impacts are clustered and are larger in magnitude for 
ethnic minority families.30 Given that the present study sample includes very few ethnic minori-
ty families, this suggests that the impacts of the program evaluated here could be somewhat 
smaller than the impacts identified by prior evaluation research.  
                                                          
29Center for Law and Social Policy (2008). 
30U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002). 
Table 1.1 (continued)
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Early Head Start (EHS) Program Information Forms (PIFs).
NOTES: In order to assess differences in characteristics across research groups, chi-square tests were used 
for categorical variables, and t-tests were used for continuous variables. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent.
The significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is 
a difference between research groups for the variable in question.
Open brackets [  ] indicate that 20 percent or more of the categories for the variable in question have  cell 
sizes less than 5.
a“Other” race/ethnicity was self-identified by the parent and may include biracial or multiracial 
individuals or a race/ethnicity category other than white, black, American Indian, or Asian/Pacific Islander.
bCalculations of highest education at baseline are based on responses to the 18-month survey and are 
available only for the survey sample. At the 18-month follow-up, respondents were asked about their highest 
credential –– a GED certificate, high school diploma, associate’s degree, bachelor’s degree, or graduate 
degree –– and, if any, when they received it. The highest credential at baseline includes only those that were 
obtained prior to random assignment. “Postsecondary degree” is defined as an associate’s, bachelor’s, or 
other graduate degree.
cPrenatal status indicates whether the mother was currently pregnant at random assignment.
dCurrent TANF receipt indicates whether the family was currently receiving TANF at random 
assignment. “Ever on TANF” indicates whether the family had ever received TANF prior to random 
assignment.
ePrenatal cases are not included in this computation.
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Data Sources 
To study the effects of Enhanced EHS services in Kansas and Missouri, the analyses 
presented in this report rely on several data sources, described below.  
Baseline Data 
Demographic information on the sample members was drawn from common informa-
tion across all the programs’ intake forms and assessments, which are completed as part of the 
EHS application process. The assessments generally have two components: a program eligibili-
ty determination and priority score assignment and an in-depth interview with the parent that 
covers certain aspects of family life. 
The 18-Month Survey of Parents 
A survey was administered to all the primary caregivers in the research sample approx-
imately 18 months after random assignment.31 Response rates are very high: Nearly 81 percent of 
parents completed the survey.32 The survey included questions about a wide range of topics, 
including parental and child service receipt, child care use, parental psychological well-being, 
parenting, and family functioning –– such as activities with children (social play and discipline) 
— and family routines that are direct targets of the program and that might account for the effects 
of Enhanced EHS on young children’s development, parents’ employment and job characteris-
tics, family and parental income, receipt of public assistance, and children’s social, emotional, 
and cognitive development; early academic outcomes; and health and safety outcomes. 
Direct Assessments of Children’s Developmental Outcomes 
Approximately 18 months after random assignment, interviewer assessments of chil-
dren’s functioning were also conducted with all children 12 months and older at the time of the 
assessment. This information is intended to supplement the information learned about child 
well-being that is captured by the 18-month survey of parents. An interviewer asked children 
ages 2 to 4 to perform several self-regulation tasks that assess motor control, attention skills, 
impulsivity, and emotional state at the time of the assessment. Two such tasks are walking 
along a line and drawing circles at varying speeds, and waiting and not peeking while the 
interviewer pretends to wrap a gift that will later be given to the child. The early academic skills 
of these same children were assessed using the broad math and reading subscales of the Wood-
                                                          
31The survey sample was restricted to participants who were able to complete the survey in English. Less 
than 1 percent of the research sample was excluded from the survey sample because of a language barrier. 
32See Appendix A for an analysis of the response rates for the 18-month survey and any implications for 
the impact analysis.  
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cock-Johnson III-R. For these children as well as for children between ages 1 and 2, a subset of 
the Reynell Developmental Language Scales –– which assesses receptive language abilities –– 
was collected. The response rates for child assessments are high: 73 percent of children in the 
research sample completed at least one of the assessments.33  
Data from the National Directory of New Hires  
Parental employment and earnings data for all sample members were assessed using the 
wage data from the National Directory of New Hires. This national database maintained by the 
Office of Child Support Enforcement can provide information on earnings from employment 
both within and outside Kansas and Missouri. 
Data on Program Participation  
A case file review was conducted for families participating in Enhanced EHS. Files were 
collected for 270 of the 305 families assigned to the program groups in the two sites.34 In reviews 
of case files, MDRC and The Lewin Group staff recorded information about program group 
members’ participation, including the dates of home visits, child care attendance (Youth in Need 
only),35 assessments that were conducted for the children, referrals to outside agencies, goals set 
by the families, and topics discussed during visits and meetings as recorded on forms completed 
after each visit. Data provide information on each family’s participation in EHS –– such as the 
number and frequency of home visits and attendance at parent training workshops –– over the 
course of the 18 months following random assignment. Chapter 2 uses the case file data to 
describe the existing EHS program and the implementation of the self-sufficiency enhancements, 
as well as program group participants’ engagement in various components of Enhanced EHS.  
Field Research  
Periodically throughout the implementation of Enhanced EHS, MDRC and Lewin staff 
visited SEK-CAP and Youth in Need to interview the self-sufficiency coordinators in each site 
as well as many program administrators, home- and center-based staff, and other lead staff 
                                                          
33See Appendix A for an analysis of the response rates for the direct child assessments and any implica-
tions for the impact analysis.  
34Case files were missing for 34 families in SEK-CAP and for one family in Youth in Need. Analysis of 
baseline data collected by MDRC found that the families with missing case files were more likely to have 
enrolled early in the study (before 2006). SEK-CAP data also indicate that the families with missing case files 
were more likely never to have participated in the EHS program: about 38 percent of SEK-CAP families with 
missing files never enrolled, compared with 24 percent of SEK-CAP families who had case files. 
35At the time that the case file review was conducted, SEK-CAP did not maintain child-specific atten-
dance records for child care, making it difficult to identify each child’s attendance from the program records. 
20 
providing mental health, child disability, nutrition, and health services.36 The interviews pro-
vided information on the operation of the existing EHS program and the implementation of the 
parental employment and self-sufficiency enhancements. MDRC and Lewin staff observed 
some EHS home visits and toured EHS child care centers. Chapter 2 uses the field research to 
describe services in the existing EHS program and the implementation of the self-sufficiency 
enhancements. 
The Structure of This Report 
The remainder of this report is organized as follows:  
 Chapter 2 presents information on the implementation of the core EHS ser-
vices and the enhanced services that focused on parental employment and 
self-sufficiency needs. The chapter also discusses the challenges that the pro-
gram sites encountered in implementing the enhancements and presents par-
ticipation data reflecting the level of families’ engagement in Enhanced EHS. 
 Chapter 3 uses survey-reported data to present the effects of Enhanced EHS 
on an array of services –– such as child-focused, parenting education, and 
family development services and job training and job search assistance –– 
that families in the two research groups might have received either through 
the program or through other early childhood programs in the community 
 Chapter 4 summarizes the impacts of Enhanced EHS on children’s receipt 
of nonparental child care. 
 Chapter 5 presents the impacts of Enhanced EHS on parental employment, 
earnings, job characteristics, and household income.  
 Chapter 6 summarizes the impacts of Enhanced EHS on parenting practices, 
parental psychological well-being, and child development and well-being.  
 
 
                                                          
36Site visits to SEK-CAP were conducted in June 2006 and April 2007. Site visits to Youth in Need were 
conducted in May 2006 and May 2007. 
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Chapter 2 
Program Implementation 
As described in Chapter 1, the Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstra-
tion and Evaluation Project (the Hard-to-Employ project) is evaluating the effectiveness of 
formalized parental employment and educational services aimed at improving families’ eco-
nomic circumstances and self-sufficiency needs, as implemented within two traditional Early 
Head Start (EHS) programs in Kansas and Missouri.  
This chapter first briefly describes the basic framework and core services of the tradi-
tional EHS programs. Then it discusses the enhancements made to these EHS programs to focus 
more explicitly on parental employment, education, and economic self-sufficiency. Next, the 
chapter examines the extent to which program group members participated in Enhanced EHS 
and received traditional and enhanced services. The chapter concludes with a discussion of 
some of the challenges that these programs encountered in implementing the enhancements.  
The chapter draws on information obtained from several rounds of site visits, a review 
of case files conducted in the spring of 2007, and analyses of program data.  
Key Findings 
There is evidence that Enhanced EHS increased the focus on parents’ employment and 
education. Still, the programs faced several implementation challenges that led to a relatively 
weak enhancement that was never fully integrated into the core EHS services. Following are the 
key findings on the implementation of Enhanced EHS: 
 Not all families received the core EHS services. Approximately 81 percent 
of the sample members who were randomly assigned to the program group 
received any EHS services. Others moved from the area or chose not to 
enroll in Enhanced EHS after their assignment to the program. 
 Many who received the core EHS services did not receive the Enhanced 
EHS employment and education services. Among the families who re-
ceived services, 78 percent had discussions on employment and education 
with staff, and about 40 percent met with the self-sufficiency specialist at 
some point during the 18 months following random assignment. (Consider-
ing all families in the program group –– regardless of whether they ever re-
ceived any EHS services –– 63 percent ever discussed employment, educa-
tional, or self-sufficiency issues with program staff.) While most families had 
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at least one discussion on employment or education with staff during the fol-
low-up period, most did not discuss these issues with staff regularly (that is, 
at every meeting).  
 Lack of interest on the part of some families might have reduced the 
overall level of self-sufficiency assistance that they received. Staff noted 
that some parents were not interested in finding employment or pursuing an 
education, believing it was better that they spend time at home during their 
children’s early years, and staff wanted to honor this choice. This was rein-
forced by the lack of well-paying jobs and limited transportation and child 
care services in the more rural areas. 
 Compared with parents who received home-based services, parents who 
received EHS center-based services were less likely to receive employ-
ment and education services from Enhanced EHS programs. Parents in 
the center-based service option did not meet one-on-one with frontline staff 
weekly, as did parents receiving home-based services. In addition, parents 
receiving Enhanced EHS center-based services were often already employed 
or in school and were less likely to request self-sufficiency assistance.  
 The Enhanced EHS programs provided more months of services to fam-
ilies with infants than to families with toddlers. Families with younger 
children were more likely to receive home-based services, which provided 
opportunities to interact more directly with parents on a regular basis. Partly 
because of their age at program entry, younger children spent more time in 
Enhanced EHS; that is, they could not age out of the program within the 
evaluation’s 18-month follow-up period. In the full sample, by the time par-
ents completed the follow-up survey, about 80 percent of families with tod-
dlers had focal children who had turned 3 years old (the age at which they 
likely would have transitioned out of the program because they were no 
longer eligible for it).1 In contrast, almost all the families with infants (97 
                                                            
1As is true with all applications to EHS, families identify a particular child who is up to age 3 or during the 
prenatal period and who will be enrolled in the program. In this study’s 18-month parent survey and direct 
child assessments, this child is identified as the focal child who is the target of program services and is the 
focus of all questions related to child care and early educational experiences, parenting practices, and child 
development and well-being. 
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percent) at study entry were still age-eligible for Enhanced EHS at the 18-
month follow-up point.2  
 There was variation in the extent to which program staff delivered the 
enhanced employment, educational and self-sufficiency services. Some 
frontline staff felt that they lacked the expertise to help their families with 
self-sufficiency issues and called upon the self-sufficiency specialists when 
assistance was requested by the families; other frontline staff provided more 
direct assistance to families. One program, which employed two specialists, 
sought out assistance from outside agencies to help the EHS families, but the 
other program, which had just one specialist, devoted less time to this effort.  
The Framework of the Early Head Start Program 
The Southeast Kansas Community Action Program (SEK-CAP) Early Head Start pro-
gram in Girard, Kansas, and the Youth in Need Early Head Start program in St. Charles, Mis-
souri, provided EHS services to families living in four counties in each service area.3 SEK-CAP 
operates in four rural counties in southeast Kansas, while Youth in Need serves families in three 
suburban counties outside St. Louis City as well as one rural county.4 Both SEK-CAP and Youth 
in Need provided home-based and center-based services during the study’s follow-up period, 
though SEK-CAP did not begin providing EHS center-based services until January 2007; before 
that, it provided EHS child care through partnerships with community child care centers.  
Box 2.1 presents the core features of the EHS programs, the target population, and staff 
qualifications. Both programs employed home visitors and teachers to provide the home-based 
and center-based services, respectively. Home visitors were expected to meet with their as-
signed families once a week to assist the parents with the child’s development, educate them on 
effective parenting techniques, and help families with their social service needs. The center-
                                                            
2This estimates the percentage of children who likely transitioned out of Enhanced EHS because they 
reached age 3 during the follow-up period. In some cases, children were allowed to remain in the program until 
a spot became available in the Head Start programs at SEK-CAP or Youth in Need. At the same time, some 
children younger than 3 transitioned out of Enhanced EHS because they moved out of its coverage area or their 
family was dropped from the program due to nonparticipation.  
3Both sites also operated Head Start (HS) programs for children ages 3 to 5 as well as EHS programs in 
counties other than the ones that participated in this study. (SEK-CAP operated EHS in four other counties, and 
Youth in Need offered EHS in St. Louis City.) 
4The counties are defined as being rural if they are not in Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), using the 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) classification of counties in identifying rural or urban status. 
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based services were generally limited to parents who were employed or attending school.5 
Unlike the home-based program, which focused on supporting child development through 
parent education, the center-based teachers provided the child development services and had 
less one-on-one interaction with parents. Although center-based staff had parent education 
meetings throughout the year, they met with parents less often than home visitors did.  
                                                            
5Youth in Need parents who were not working or in school might be eligible to receive center-based ser-
vices if they were having difficulty caring for a child who had a disability or medical condition. 
Box 2.1 
Core Features of the Early Head Start Programs 
Enrollment 
 Target population. Low-income families with infants (younger than 12 months) and 
toddlers (12 months or older) and pregnant women. 
 Recruitment. EHS staff recruited families at a number of settings, including commu-
nity events, government agencies (such as the welfare agency), schools, health de-
partments, doctors’ offices, and community-based organizations that provide services 
to low-income families. Staff also left flyers at the doors of apartments and housing 
complexes. 
 Enrollment. After families were assigned to EHS, staff met with parents individually 
to complete enrollment forms and sign an agreement outlining the program’s and the 
parents’ responsibilities. Staff collected documentation on the child’s health history, 
assisted the family in developing a goal plan, and conducted assessments of the 
child’s hearing and vision as well as motor, language, cognitive, and social-emotional 
development. 
Staff 
 Staff qualifications. Most staff had a four-year college degree, and some had a mas-
ter’s degree or were working toward an advanced degree. The most common degrees 
were in early childhood development and education; the most common past work was 
in child care, education, or social services. 
 Staff training. Formal training took place each August. Staff were trained on the cur-
riculum, conducting assessments, home visitation, sexual harassment, and other issues 
that emerged.* 
(continued) 
                                                          
NOTE: *For staff training, both programs used the Parents as Teachers (PAT) Born-to-Learn cur-
riculum until 2007, when they transitioned to the Creative Curriculum. 
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Self-Sufficiency Enhancements 
As noted in Chapter 1, each program received funding from the Head Start Bureau to 
enhance its existing EHS services with a more explicit focus on parental employment and 
economic self-sufficiency. The services of Enhanced EHS were intended to (1) help parents 
who were unemployed move into employment; (2) assist parents who had low levels of educa-
tion in pursuing educational goals as a means of improving their employment and financial 
circumstances; and (3) help parents who were employed to find more stable employment, 
advance in their jobs, and earn higher wages.  
Box 2.1 (continued) 
Core Program  
 Home-based service option. Families received weekly home visits lasting 90 minutes 
and, twice a month, could attend group socialization sessions that facilitated interac-
tion among families receiving EHS. During visits, home visitors typically spent 60 
minutes conducting individualized developmental activities with children, demonstrat-
ing activities that parents and children could engage in together to foster parent-child 
interaction, modeling appropriate parenting behaviors, and assessing children’s de-
velopmental progress; the remaining 30 minutes were spent addressing the family’s 
social services needs. 
 Center-based service option. Families received high-quality, center-based child care 
for at least six hours a day, five days a week, either directly through EHS/HS centers 
or through child care centers in the community that provide care in line with EHS 
quality and safety requirements. While in center-based care, children received daily 
lesson plans and activities tailored to their individual developmental needs and those 
of other children in the classroom. Families also engaged in parent-teacher con-
ferences or home visits conducted at least quarterly (depending on the program site 
and where children received center-based care) in which parent education and family 
support and social service needs were addressed. 
 Parental involvement. The programs offered activities throughout the year as well 
as monthly parent committee meetings, organized by the parents, that featured guest 
speakers who spoke on topics of interest to the parents. In addition, the Head Start 
policy council included several parents to ensure that parents had a voice in deci-
sion-making. 
 Specialized services. All families, regardless of whether they received home- or cen-
ter-based service options, also were offered an array of health, mental health, nutrition, 
and child disability services directly through EHS or through referrals to other provid-
ers in the community. 
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To meet these general goals, the programs were directed to use some of the funding to 
hire an on-site self-sufficiency specialist to work with EHS staff and families on topics related 
to employment, education, and self-sufficiency. With the assistance of the specialists, the 
programs were expected to increase EHS’s programmatic focus on self-sufficiency issues by 
helping parents set employment- and training-related goals and regularly monitoring their 
progress toward them. In recognition that the programs lacked the expertise or the resources 
available elsewhere in the community, the specialist was also directed to tap external employ-
ment and educational agencies and organizations to fill the gaps in existing EHS services. 
Employment and Educational Goals 
Families identified goals for themselves and their families when they enrolled in the pro-
gram, and these goals were monitored and updated over time. As part of the enhancements to 
EHS, frontline staff were responsible for ensuring that all families set at least one employment or 
educational goal. An examination of a sample of families’ goals early on in the study suggested 
that many families had not established self-sufficiency goals or that the goals were too broad –– 
for example, “Get a job” or “Go to school.”  
To help staff develop more specific employment and education goals, both programs’ 
self-sufficiency specialists prepared guides for goal setting and provided training to help staff 
break down broader goals into achievable steps and action plans. For example, the Youth in 
Need guide provided a sample plan that divided the common goal of “finding a job” into four 
goals, each involving specific tasks. The goals included exploring employment options, devel-
oping a résumé, seeking employment, and interviewing for positions. The tasks within these 
goals laid out the types of steps that could be taken to achieve the goals; examples include 
attending Career Center workshops that addressed key topics related to employment, making an 
appointment with a career counselor who worked one-on-one with EHS families, attending the 
monthly job fair, reviewing job listings, and taking other steps to secure job interviews and 
follow up with the employer. To facilitate self-sufficiency discussions with parents, the pro-
grams also created brief forms that helped staff gather information about parents’ employment 
and educational backgrounds, which could be used to identify and discuss goals with parents 
and to chart progress toward achieving them. 
Staff still struggled with the task of setting self-sufficiency goals, and they expressed 
some reservation about requiring all families to have them. They did not see this as part of the 
core EHS program. Additionally, several staff said that they did not like to “push work” on 
parents, as they did not believe that this was always the best option for the family. Although 
some of the training (discussed below) addressed such concerns, there were staff who remained 
unwilling to encourage all families to set self-sufficiency goals.  
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External Employment and Educational Resources 
The self-sufficiency specialists acted as “resource experts” to help the staff identify 
available employment and training-related resources. This allowed the programs to become 
knowledgeable about resources without overwhelming the frontline staff who worked directly 
with families. For example, home visitors could seek out the self-sufficiency specialist when 
they needed information to help address a specific issue or when they needed to access less 
commonly used resources or agencies.  
The self-sufficiency staff were also in charge of establishing partnerships and referral 
mechanisms with the local agencies that provided EHS families with employment and educa-
tional services, such as job search assistance and General Educational Development (GED) 
classes. This allowed one staff person to establish community partnerships, increasing the 
likelihood of accountability and follow-up. That person met with service providers at One-Stop 
Career Centers, welfare agencies, and vocational rehabilitation services. 
The programs differed in terms of how much focus they placed on working with outside 
service agencies. Youth in Need employed two self-sufficiency specialists, one of whom was 
responsible for developing community relationships and the other who worked more directly 
with staff and families. SEK-CAP had one staff person who was responsible for both areas.  
Perhaps because Youth in Need had additional staff focused on self-sufficiency –– and 
because it operated in three suburban counties that had more community resources than were 
available to SEK-CAP –– it was more successful at forging relationships and documenting 
available resources. Youth in Need’s achievements include successfully developing relation-
ships with the workforce career centers, one of which agreed to dedicate a staff person to 
provide job search assistance to EHS families; providing information about external resources 
in the monthly Head Start newsletter to families; and attending community network meetings to 
learn about other opportunities for the families. In its rural county, which did not have GED 
classes for residents, Youth in Need developed a partnership with the school district to offer the 
classes at the EHS socialization center. The school district paid the instructor’s salary, and the 
EHS home visitors took turns babysitting during class times so that parents could attend and not 
worry about child care. The same county also developed a relationship with the local Youth-
Build program and had slots for a few teen parents in the program.6 
Neither EHS program developed a close working relationship with the Temporary As-
sistance for Needy Families (TANF) program, perhaps because of the relatively low rates of 
                                                            
6YouthBuild is a program that helps teenagers work toward a GED certificate or high school diploma and 
learn a job skill, which, in this county, was in the construction industry. 
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dual enrollment in both programs. At the start of the study program, about 29 percent of sample 
members received TANF assistance, but this declined to 17 percent by the end of the 18-month 
follow-up period, and some of the dual EHS and TANF recipients were not required to partici-
pate in the TANF work program because of the age of their child.7 The SEK-CAP program, 
which had a higher percentage of families receiving TANF when they enrolled in the study, 
developed a process with the TANF agency whereby EHS staff completed a form for families 
who were required to participate in TANF work activities and identified which monthly 
activities the families completed as part of the EHS program.8 These activities were used to 
fulfill part or all of the families’ TANF work participation requirement. But staff from SEK-
CAP and TANF did not typically meet to discuss a family’s case and how EHS could improve 
the family’s self-sufficiency.  
Both EHS programs developed binders to collect and organize information about 
community resources for staff to use and make referrals. The binders included additional 
information that the self-sufficiency specialists thought would be helpful to staff and parents, 
such as information about the interview process, developing a good résumé, and setting goals. 
Staff who were interviewed for this study appreciated such assistance, for the most part, 
although the rural counties had fewer available resources. Both programs also arranged for 
experts from a local bank or credit union to conduct sessions for the parents on budgeting and 
finances, using a national curriculum; Youth in Need used Money Smarts, and SEK-CAP used 
Money in Motion. 
Staff Training 
The two EHS programs instituted staff training to enhance the skills and competencies 
of frontline staff, so that they were better able to work with families on employment and self-
sufficiency goals and needs. In addition, the research team provided technical assistance to help 
the self-sufficiency specialists enhance that component. This took the form of monthly check-in 
meetings with the coordinators and site visits early in the study that were designed to assess the 
changes being made to the program and provide feedback.  
The Youth in Need coordinators conducted staff training on goal setting, on using the 
resource binder, on the challenges of helping parents who were ex-offenders find employment, 
and on budgeting and finances. They also conducted training on transitional benefits that were 
available to families who moved from welfare to employment, to address the concerns of some 
                                                            
7During the study period, TANF recipients with children under age 1 were exempted from the work par-
ticipation requirements in both Kansas and Missouri. 
8At random assignment, 33 percent of SEK-CAP families and 25 percent of Youth in Need families were 
receiving TANF. 
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staff that families might not be better off financially after finding employment. In addition, early 
in the study, the coordinators invited a workforce development consultant to conduct an all-day 
training on helping families with employment barriers attain self-sufficiency. Initially, the 
Youth in Need trainings were conducted in all-staff settings (at annual or quarterly meetings), 
but, over time, the specialists found that it was more effective to work with staff individually or 
in small groups.  
SEK-CAP conducted training on goal setting and using a tool kit developed by the self-
sufficiency specialist. Like the Youth in Need staff, the SEK-CAP specialist also found it more 
effective to train staff individually. She accompanied them on home visits and modeled how 
they might talk with and help parents with self-sufficiency issues. Another method she used was 
to review the goals established for the families and provide feedback to staff on how they could 
help the families achieve or better define their goals. She also attended the monthly staff 
meetings and was allocated 30 minutes to discuss self-sufficiency and to “get staff excited” 
about assisting families in pursuing and achieving it. 
Direct Self-Sufficiency Assistance to Parents 
The EHS home visitors, teachers, and self-sufficiency specialists provided the self-
sufficiency assistance to parents. For families receiving home-based services, home visitors 
were expected to review the family’s goals during the weekly visits, to provide them with 
guidance on achieving their goals, and to make appropriate referrals. Field research revealed 
inconsistencies across staff in terms of how much time they focused on self-sufficiency issues 
during visits. Some frontline staff said that they brought up parental employment and self-
sufficiency goals at every home visit, whereas others discussed them less frequently. For 
families receiving center-based services, the teachers might ask parents how their job was going 
when they came to drop off or pick up their children, but they were less likely to have a serious 
conversation about a parent’s employment situation. Although they might discuss self-
sufficiency issues during the parent education meetings, these occurred less often –– monthly in 
SEK-CAP and quarterly in Youth in Need. 
Frontline staff often relied on the specialists to provide the self-sufficiency assistance. 
They might ask the specialist to work with a parent who was interested in finding a job or going 
to school and who needed more one-on-one assistance. Some frontline staff felt they did not 
have the expertise and/or the time to work closely with the family. 
The programs began to place a priority on the families who were most likely to benefit 
from the specialists’ employment and self-sufficiency services, targeting (in descending order) 
parents who were unemployed and/or receiving cash assistance, who were not currently 
working full time or were underemployed, and who were employed but in unstable jobs or with 
irregular work schedules. Youth in Need tracked and monitored the progress of families in each 
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category quarterly, compiling and sharing statistics in the staff management meetings. The self-
sufficiency specialist focused more on checking in with parents who were unemployed. The 
SEK-CAP specialist used the priority scale to decide which families to visit with the home 
visitor and directly offer assistance, first meeting all families in which no one was employed 
and then meeting families who were employed part time or full time but who were not happy 
with their current job. Although the resulting effects of the targeting are not known, it did guide 
the specialists and helped them focus on the cases that they believed were most likely to benefit 
from assistance. 
In addition, the specialists provided other assistance to families. Youth in Need special-
ists oversaw an initiative to collect and distribute professional clothing to parents, using a van 
that was stocked with work-appropriate clothes and was made available at many parent events. 
In both programs, the specialists presented information on self-sufficiency topics at parent 
committee meetings; popular topics included budgeting, networking, and job search. 
Barriers to Employment 
During field research visits, EHS staff were asked about parents’ barriers to employ-
ment. The most common barriers reported centered on transportation and child care needs and a 
parent’s lack of motivation to change the current situation. Public transportation was limited, 
especially in the rural counties, and not all parents had cars. Also, during this period, gas prices 
increased substantially, which caused hardships for those parents who did have cars. Regarding 
child care, although EHS offered it, it was not readily available in all counties.9 Staff reported 
that it was especially difficult to find child care for parents working evening and weekend shifts 
and for those who needed care for an infant. The lack of motivation that some staff reported as a 
barrier was an issue that some had the most difficulty addressing. Staff were unsure about how 
to motivate parents and about whether it was their place to tell parents what to do. 
Other employment barriers that were mentioned by a handful of staff included helping 
undocumented parents who did not have work papers (expressed by staff in Missouri), a lack of 
jobs in the area, mental health and substance abuse issues, and low levels of education. 
                                                            
9Families who were receiving home-based services were not guaranteed center-based services when they 
found a job or enrolled in school. They had to wait until a spot opened up in the center and could enroll only if 
their priority scores were higher than other families’ scores on the waiting list.  
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Participation in Early Head Start Services 
To supplement the field research, information in the parents’ case files was reviewed, 
including the dates of participation, the screenings and assessments of their children, the 
referrals to outside agencies, the types of goals set by the families, and the topics discussed 
during home visits and meetings. 
Overall Engagement 
As shown in Table 2.1, about 81 percent of the families who were assigned to En-
hanced EHS received at least one home visit or one day of center-based child care. The 19 
percent of families who did not participate may have changed their minds about it after being 
randomly assigned to the EHS program group, or their circumstances may have changed (for 
example, they moved out of the county). Processes were changed during the study so that 
parents were contacted before the assignment was made, to reaffirm their interest, but even after 
that step was implemented, some parents agreed to participate but did not later enroll in the 
program.10 Among those who participated (that is, received at least one home visit or one day of 
center-based child care), the level of participation was high. Within the first 18 months follow-
ing random assignment, participants received Enhanced EHS for about 11 months, on average. 
Families who received home-based services for at least part of their time in Enhanced 
EHS were visited about 19 times during the 18-month follow-up period. This is fewer than four 
visits per month, given that families participated in Enhanced EHS for 11 months. In each 
month, an average of half (0.5) an appointment was canceled, either by the families themselves 
or by the home visitor. In addition, some families transitioned to the center-based service option 
during the follow-up period, and they received fewer visits as a result. 
Families receiving Youth in Need center-based services received about 14 days of child 
care in a typical month.11 These families received about 13 home visits or parent education 
meetings during the 18-month follow-up period. While Youth in Need families were required to 
have only four parent education meetings per year, many of these families had been in the 
home-based service option before or were transitioning to center-based services, and this 
estimate includes those home visits and meetings.  
                                                            
10Participation increased slightly from 80 percent for an early cohort (randomly assigned before August 
2005) to nearly 84 percent for the later cohort. 
11Child-specific attendance records for center-based care were available only for Youth in Need. 
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Topics Discussed in Home Visits and Parent Education Meetings  
After conducting the home visits and parent education meetings, staff were required to 
document what had occurred during the visit by completing a short form and summarizing the 
activities that were conducted and the main discussions that took place. Presumably, staff would 
Program
Group
Participated in Enhanced Early Head Starta (%) 80.7
Length of participation (months) 9.0
Among participants, length of participation (months) 11.1
Ever received home-based services (%) 71.9
Ever received center-based services (%) 43.7
Among those who received home-based services:
Average home visits per month 1.04
Length of participation (months) 11.1
Number of home visits in 18 months after random assignment 18.8
Number of cancellations in month 0.5
Number of calls between staff and parent in month 0.5
Among those who received center-based services:
Average home visits per month 0.71
Length of participation (months) 12.2
Monthly child care attendanceb (days) 13.7
Number of parent education meetings or home visits in 18 months after 
random assignment 12.7
270Sample size
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 2.1
Engagement in Enhanced EHS in 18 Months After Random Assignment
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Outcome
SOURCES: Calculations from data gathered from a review of Enhanced Early Head Start 
participant case files. 
NOTES: The number of home visits for both home-based and center-based services does not 
include visits with the self-sufficiency coordinator alone but may include instances when the 
self-sufficiency coordinator accompanied a home visitor.
aParticipation is defined as having received any home-based or center-based services 
during 18 months following random assignment.
bThis outcome reflects average attendance in months with attendance.
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not document casual conversations, and their notes would include real issues of concern to the 
family or home visitor. The notes also do not include discussions that might have taken place at 
EHS events, when the parents were dropping off or picking up their children, and other less 
formal meetings. To some extent, staff had discretion about what to document, and the research 
team encountered different levels of detail in the case files.  
Table 2.2 presents the topics that were discussed in meetings or mentioned in the notes. 
Most home visits (83 percent) focused some time on the child’s development and on parenting 
education. About 18 percent of the visits included discussions of the family’s basic social 
service needs, including issues related to transportation, child support, housing, electricity, food, 
WIC (the Women, Infants, and Children program), and public assistance. Home visitors 
discussed the parent’s employment situation in about 15 percent of the visits, their child care 
needs in 11 percent of the visits, and the parent’s progress with education or interest in enrolling 
in school in about 8 percent of the visits. As the table shows, the focus was generally on the 
child and not on self-sufficiency issues. 
In about 86 percent of the quarterly parent education meetings that the teacher or area 
manager had with families in the Youth in Need center-based program (two meetings occurred 
in the home), staff discussed parenting education and the child’s development . They discussed 
the family’s social service needs in about 15 percent of the visits. They were less likely to 
discuss the parent’s employment or education plans or child care needs during the quarterly 
parent meetings than during the weekly home visits. Parents in the center-based program were 
required to be employed or enrolled in school, so perhaps the staff felt that these parents were 
already pursuing their goals and needed no further assistance. Also, the center-based staff had 
fewer meetings with parents, so they may not have developed as strong a bond with parents as 
the home visitors had, which made it more difficult to discuss personal issues.  
During the one-on-one meetings that the self-sufficiency specialist had with some par-
ents in Youth in Need, the focus –– not surprisingly –– was on the parent’s employment or 
education. Even so, 41 percent of the meetings also touched on the family’s social service 
needs, and occasionally the family’s child care needs and budget situation were discussed.12 
Table 2.3 shows the percentage of parents who had any discussions of employment or 
education during the 18 months following random assignment. Among participating families, 
most parents (78 percent) had a discussion with staff of one topic or the other during a home 
visit, in a parent education meeting, or in a meeting with the self-sufficiency specialist. These 
                                                            
12The case files do not include information on visits conducted by the SEK-CAP specialist. 
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Home Parent Education Self-Sufficiency
Visit Meeting Meetinga
Topics addressed by EHS staff (% of meetings)
Parenting education and child development 82.9 85.5 0.0
Family's social service needs 17.5 15.4 40.9
Parent's employment 14.7 4.0 72.7
Child care needs 10.5 3.7 9.1
Parent's education 8.4 1.5 52.3
Parent's health 5.8 0.9 0.0
Budget/finances 2.2 0.9 13.6
3,649 324 44Number of meetings
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 2.2
Topics Addressed in Meetings with EHS Staff, by Type of Meeting
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Outcome
SOURCES: Calculations from data gathered from a review of Enhanced Early Head Start participant case 
files.
NOTE: aThis table reflects one-on-one meetings that took place between the Youth-in-Need specialist and the 
parent. (The SEK-CAP case files do not include information on meetings with self-sufficiency specialists.)
Program
Group
Among participating parentsa (%): 
Any discussion of self-sufficiency 78.4
Discussed self-sufficiency during home visit 64.7
Discussed self-sufficiency during parent education meeting 30.3
Had any contact with self-sufficiency specialist 39.5
Met with specialist during home visit (with home visitor present) 11.9
218Sample size
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 2.3
Employment/Education Topics Addressed in Meetings with EHS Staff
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Outcome
SOURCES: Calculations from data gathered from a review of Enhanced Early Head Start 
participant case files.
NOTE: aThis table reflects discussions recorded in case files; since it is likely that 
discussions occurred that were not recorded in the case files, these estimates provide a 
lower-bound estimate.
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discussions were substantial enough to be recorded in the files and could center on the parents’ 
job search, education plans or progress toward them, or current employment situation. 
About 40 percent of the parents met with or spoke with the self-sufficiency specialist at 
some point during the 18 months following random assignment; about 12 percent of the parents 
met the specialist when the specialist accompanied the home visitor on a weekly visit. 
Setting Goals 
While the activity of establishing goals was in place before enhancements were made to 
the EHS programs –– and included goals related to parenting, the child’s development, and the 
family’s health –– the Enhanced EHS programs placed more emphasis on self-sufficiency goals 
as part of the intervention. Perhaps as a result, as Table 2.4 shows, the two most common goals 
focused on education and training (48 percent) and on employment (47 percent). Overall, 76 
percent of participants had at least one of these self-sufficiency goals. Although 24 percent of 
the families did not have such a goal, some families had goals that are related to self-
sufficiency, such as improving their housing situation, getting access to child care or transporta-
tion, developing a family budget, and addressing their health needs. Based on discussions with 
home visitors, staff noted that these related goals were often established because they were 
immediate needs that had to be addressed before focusing on employment or education. Also, 
the field research reveals that some home visitors did not feel comfortable assigning an em-
ployment or education goal if the parent was not interested in pursuing either avenue. 
The parents often had a goal for their children, such as learning colors or letters. This 
type of goal is included in child education, and 36 percent of the parents expressed it. About 16 
percent had the goal of improving some aspect of their parenting skills. 
Child Development and Health Screenings 
As shown in Table 2.5, among participating families, most children (95 percent) were 
screened at least once for child development or health issues. Health, nutrition, hearing, and 
vision screenings were commonly required at the beginning of enrollment, which explains the 
high percentage of children who received one of these (ranging from 87 percent to 94 percent). 
Some screenings that tracked the child’s developmental progress –– such as the Denver II, 
growth assessments, and Ages and Stages –– were conducted at different points in time. The 
relatively low percentage of children who were screened with the Early Communication Indica-
tor (ECI) –– which is used to measure children’s ability to express themselves through gestures, 
vocalizations, words, and sentences –– reflects the fact that only SEK-CAP used this tool. 
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Referrals to Other Services 
When screenings identified issues or when home visits and parent education meetings 
indicated that a family could benefit from more specialized services, frontline staff would make 
referrals to other staff in the EHS program or to other programs and professionals in the 
community. Both EHS programs employed several staff specialists who were available for 
consultation on issues relating to disabilities, mental health, health, and nutrition. Most partici-
pating families (72 percent) were referred to services at least once. Just over half of all families 
were referred to a health professional (Table 2.5). Other common referrals were made for 
nutritional assistance (46 percent), social service or housing needs (33 percent), child develop-
ment assistance (19 percent), dental appointments (10 percent), and employment or education
Program
Group
Established at least one goal (%) 70.7
Among those who ever participated:
Established at least one goal (%) 86.7
Among those who participated and established at least one goal (%):
Education or employment 75.7
Education/training 48.2
Employment 47.1
Child's education 35.5
Housing 34.4
Child care 27.0
Financial 23.3
Health 15.9
Parenting 15.9
Transportation 13.8
Nutrition/food 5.8
Public assistance 3.7
Mental health 2.7
218Sample size
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 2.4
Establishment of Family Goals
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Outcome
SOURCES: Calculations from data gathered from a review of Enhanced Early Head Start 
participant case files.
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Program
Group
Received any screenings (%) 79.6
Ever received referral (%) 58.9
Among those who ever participated (%):
Any screening 95.0
Health 93.6
Nutrition 86.7
Hearing 87.2
Vision 87.2
Denver II 87.2
Growth 83.0
Ages and Stages 78.0
Dental 64.7
Lead-level screening 56.0
Hemoglobin screening 47.7
Early Communication Indicator (ECI) 33.5
Any referral 72.0
Health/physician 52.8
Nutrition 45.9
Social service/housing needs 32.6
Child development 19.3
Dental 10.1
Employment/education/self-sufficiency 10.1
Mental health 6.4
Prenatal 3.7
Birth to Three/Part C 3.7
Vision 3.2
270Sample size
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 2.5
Screenings and Referrals
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Outcome
SOURCES: Calculations from data gathered from a review of Enhanced Early Head Start 
participant case files.
NOTE: Social service needs include housing and employment or self-sufficiency and 
education.
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assistance (10 percent). Less common were referrals to mental health services, prenatal services, 
early intervention services (such as Part C or Birth to Three), and vision-related appointments. 
Planned and Unplanned Exits from Enhanced EHS 
Table 2.6 shows that just over half the families who were assigned to the EHS program 
group exited Enhanced EHS within the first 18 months following random assignment. In one-
quarter of the exiting cases, the child transitioned to the Head Start program. Another one-
quarter exited the program due to lack of participation (either the child stopped attending the 
child care center or the home visitor could not schedule visits with the family. About 19 percent 
of the families were not interested in continuing to participate in the program and chose to 
withdraw; 12 percent of the families moved to another area; and 2 percent of the children in the 
families aged out, and there is no additional information about the subsequent services that 
children received. Finally, in about 16 percent of the cases, the reason for exit was not recorded 
in the case files. 
Participation Rates, by Age of Child 
The EHS programs recruited families with children up to age 3 as well as pregnant 
women. Families whose children were close to age 3 would be transitioned out of the program 
and possibly into the Head Start program when the child aged out. As a result, families with 
children who were approaching age 3 at random assignment might not receive the same level of 
services in the Enhanced EHS program. In addition, the age of the child could affect the 
mother’s interest in employment and education services. 
This section compares the participation in Enhanced EHS of families with children un-
der 12 months (infants) at random assignment and the participation of families with children 12 
months and older (toddlers). As Table 2.7 shows, the overall participation in EHS was higher 
among families with infants; about 91 percent of these families participated in EHS, compared 
with 73 percent of families with toddlers. Among those who participated (that is, received at 
least one home visit or one day of center-based child care), the level of participation was also 
higher among families with infants. Within the first 18 months following random assignment, 
they received about 13 months of EHS services, on average, compared with 9 months for 
families with toddlers.  
Families with infants were more likely to receive home-based services; 83 percent of 
them received services at home at some point during the follow-up period, compared with 64 
percent of families with toddlers. Similar shares of both groups received center-based services: 
42 percent of families with infants, compared with 45 percent of families with toddlers. The 
families with infants who received center-based services participated longer (15 months, 
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compared with 10 months for families with toddlers) and received more parent education 
meetings or home visits (18 meetings or visits, compared with 9 for families with toddlers). 
Table 2.8 presents information on the types of goals that families set. While the propor-
tion who set any goal is not statistically different (89 percent and 85 percent, respectively), 
families with infants were more likely to set a goal that focused on housing, child care, and 
health issues. A higher percentage of families with infants established an employment or 
education goal than of families with toddlers, although this difference is also not statistically 
significant. 
Table 2.9 shows that families with infants were more likely to have had a discussion 
with program staff about self-sufficiency than families with toddlers (84 percent, compared with 
74 percent). Families with infants were more likely to have the discussion during home visits 
rather than during parent education meetings, reflecting the higher percentage who received 
home-based services. The self-sufficiency specialist had contact with both types of families in 
similar proportions, but families with infants were more likely to see the specialist during a 
home visit. 
Program
Group
Percentage of cases that exited Enhanced Early Head Start in 18 months 51.9
Among those who exited, the reason for exit (%):
Transition to Head Start 25.7
Lack of participation 25.0
Family chose to withdraw 18.6
Relocation of family 12.1
Child aged out 2.1
Unknown 15.7
270Sample size
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 2.6
Reasons for Exiting Early Head Start in 18 Months After Random Assignment
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Outcome
SOURCES: Calculations from data gathered from a review of Enhanced Early Head Start participant 
case files.
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Infant Toddler
Group Group
Participated in Enhanced Early Head Starta (%) 90.5 73.4 ***
Length of participation (months) 12.0 6.8 ***
Among participants, length of participation (months) 13.1 9.3 ***
Ever received home-based services (%) 82.8 63.6 ***
Ever received center-based services (%) 42.2 44.8
Among those who received home-based services:
Length of participation (months) 13.0 9.3 ***
Number of home visits in 18 months after random assignment 20.1 17.6
Number of cancellations in month 0.6 0.3 ***
Number of calls between staff and parent in month 0.5 0.4
Among those who received center-based services:
Length of participation (months) 15.2 10.1 ***
Monthly child care attendanceb (days) 13.7 13.7
Number of parent education meetings or home visits in 
18 months after random assignment 18.3 8.8 ***
116 154Sample size (total = 270)
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 2.7
Engagement in Enhanced Early Head Start in 18 Months After
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Outcome
Random Assignment, by Age of Child at Random Assignment
SOURCES: Calculations from data gathered from a review of Enhanced Early Head Start participant case 
files.
NOTES: In order to assess differences in characteristics across research groups, chi-square tests were used 
for categorical variables, and t-tests were used for continuous variables. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. The significance level indicates the 
probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is a difference between research 
groups for the variable in question.
The Infant Group is defined as families with children less than 12 months old at random assignment. The 
Toddler Group is defined as families with children 12 months or older at random assignment.
The number of home visits for both home-based and center-based services does not include visits with 
the self-sufficiency coordinator alone but may include instances when the self-sufficiency coordinator 
accompanied a home visitor.
aParticipation is defined as having received any home-based or center-based services during 18 months 
following random assignment.
bThis outcome reflects average attendance in months with attendance.
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Challenges of Implementing Self-Sufficiency Enhancements 
Overall, although the specialists increased the focus on self-sufficiency in both pro-
grams, there were challenges in fully implementing the enhancements. The case file review 
found a lesser focus than was intended on self-sufficiency during home visits and parent 
education meetings. The results highlight the obstacles that can be difficult to overcome when  
Infant Toddler
Outcome Group Group
Among those who ever participated:
Established at least one goal (%) 88.6 85.0
Among those who participated and established at least one goal (%):
Education or employment 80.7 70.8
Education/training 50.5 45.8
Employment 50.5 43.8
Child's education 32.3 38.5
Housing 41.9 27.1 **
Child care 35.5 18.8 ***
Financial 24.7 21.9
Health 21.5 10.4 **
Parenting 18.3 13.5
Transportation 16.1 11.5
Nutrition/food 6.5 5.2
Public assistance 3.2 4.2
Mental health 2.2 3.1
105 113Sample size (total = 218)
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 2.8
Establishment of Family Goals in 18 Months After
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Random Assignment, by Age of Child at Random Assignment
SOURCES: Calculations from data gathered from a review of Enhanced Early Head Start participant case 
files. 
NOTES: In order to assess differences in characteristics across research groups, chi-square tests were used 
for categorical variables, and t-tests were used for continuous variables. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. The significance level indicates the 
probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is a difference between research 
groups for the variable in question.
The Infant Group is defined as families with children less than 12 months old at random assignment. The 
Toddler Group is definded as families with children 12 months or older at random assignment.
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implementing such enhancements, particularly for programs that are traditionally defined as 
early childhood interventions. Some of these challenges are discussed below. 
Resistance and Lack of Expertise Among Some Staff  
The field research indicates that, initially, although EHS management supported the vi-
sion of enhancing the self-sufficiency component, frontline staff were not as quick to “buy in” to 
the changes involved. Some staff viewed the increased programmatic focus on employment and 
self-sufficiency as a burden that required additional time, which they felt they did not have. This 
difficulty was compounded because some staff were uncomfortable discussing employment and 
self-sufficiency issues with families; they were more comfortable discussing child development 
issues, which are generally aligned with their education, training, and interests. They felt that 
they lacked the expertise to help parents set and pursue education and employment goals. 
Infant Toddler
Group Group
Among participating parentsa (%): 
Any discussion of self-sufficiency 83.8 73.5 *
Discussed self-sufficiency during home visit 73.3 56.6 ***
Discussed self-sufficiency during parent education meeting 23.8 36.3 **
Any contact with self-sufficiency specialist 37.1 41.6
Met with specialist during home visit (with home visitor present) 18.1 6.2 ***
105 113Sample size (total = 218)
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 2.9
Topics Addressed in Meetings with EHS Staff in 18 Months After
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Outcome
Random Assignment, by Age of Child at Random Assignment
SOURCES: Calculations from data gathered from a review of Enhanced Early Head Start participant case 
files. 
NOTES: In order to assess differences in characteristics across research groups, chi-square tests were used 
for categorical variables, and t-tests were used for continuous variables. Statistical significance levels are 
indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. The significance level indicates the 
probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is a difference between research 
groups for the variable in question.
The Infant Group is defined as families with children less than 12 months old at random assignment. The 
Toddler Group is defined as families with children 12 months or older at random assignment.
aThis outcome reflects discussions recorded in case files; since it is likely that discussions occurred that 
were not recorded in the case files, these estimates provide a lower-bound estimate.
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Several staff noted that they were uncomfortable encouraging work as a goal for fami-
lies, believing that some families might not be better off after entering the workforce. Several 
staff who were interviewed pointed out that families lose public benefits when they take a job. 
Others noted that some mothers prefer to be at home with young children, and these staff were 
uncomfortable convincing the mothers to leave home for work.  
Over time, with additional training, staff resistance lessened. The solution, however, lay 
partly in referring more families to the self-sufficiency specialists, rather than offering direct 
assistance themselves –– which was the initial vision of how the self-sufficiency enhancements 
would be implemented. The field research also uncovered substantial variation in how frontline 
staff addressed self-sufficiency issues. Some home visitors discussed self-sufficiency during 
each visit, while others rarely mentioned it to parents. 
Diversity of Parents’ Needs and Interests 
The parents in the study had a variety of reasons for enrolling in EHS. Many who ap-
plied for the home-visiting program did so because they were interested in its child development 
and parenting education services. And while many parents appreciated the employment and 
education assistance that was offered by frontline staff and the self-sufficiency specialists, others 
were not interested in either pursuit and, instead, preferred to stay home during their children’s 
early years. Many of these parents were living with another adult who worked, and although they 
had low incomes, they were getting by from a mix of earnings and public benefits (such as WIC, 
food stamps, and housing assistance). For some families, the situation was compounded by 
concerns about placing their children in child care. A survey conducted by SEK-CAP to help 
staff understand parents’ barriers and needs revealed that almost half the parents worried about 
placing their children in the care of others while they were away at work or school.  
Parents who received center-based services were in a different situation. Most were get-
ting child care because they were already employed or in school. When they lost their jobs, they 
might be quick to request assistance from the self-sufficiency specialist because they eventually 
would lose the child care services unless they found employment; while employed, however, 
they usually did not seek out or receive self-sufficiency assistance. Additionally, parents 
receiving Youth in Need center-based services met with staff individually only once a quarter, 
with either the teacher or the center manager. Most interactions with EHS occurred when 
parents were dropping off and picking up their children at the center, which was not as condu-
cive to discussions about employment and education as might have occurred in home-based 
programs. In addition, as discussed above, the self-sufficiency specialists prioritized the families 
with whom they worked directly, and families who were already employed were considered a 
lower priority.  
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Implementation Delays 
It took some time to implement the enhancements to EHS because of staff turnover and 
the need to find and hire the self-sufficiency specialists. As a result, the programs delayed 
conducting many of the planned staff and parent training sessions that focused on employment 
and self-sufficiency. These delays likely contributed to gaps in staff knowledge about available 
community resources and to their reluctance early in the study to broach the topic of employ-
ment and self-sufficiency.  
Lack of Resources in Rural Areas 
While the EHS programs identified new employment and training resources available 
in the community, fewer resources were available in the rural counties. Child care –– particular-
ly care for infants –– and public transportation were limited. The most rural Youth in Need 
county attempted to counter such problems by hosting a GED class on-site and by involving 
staff in the local YouthBuild program. But there were additional limitations. For example, this 
county did not have a One-Stop Career Center, a community college, or opportunities for 
training. The nearest services were located about 30 miles from the county center. Transporta-
tion was a serious barrier for many of the parents, especially in the more rural communities. 
Conclusion 
Enhanced EHS increased the focus on self-sufficiency but did not succeed in providing 
an intensive level of employment, education, and self-sufficiency assistance to most families. 
The programs struggled because staff were trained in child development and parenting issues 
and were asked to provide assistance on employment, education, and self-sufficiency, which 
were outside their knowledge base. Although further training helped them become more 
comfortable interacting with parents on self-sufficiency issues, many staff relied on the assis-
tance of the self-sufficiency specialists to provide these services. 
Future efforts to enhance early child development programs will need to recognize the 
diverse needs of the families enrolled in them. Some parents are interested only in the child care 
or child development services, while others want and could benefit from enhanced self-
sufficiency services.  
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Chapter 3 
Impacts on Service Receipt 
Chapter 2 describes the implementation of formalized parental employment and educa-
tional services (“Enhanced Early Head Start” [EHS]) that were provided within two traditional 
EHS programs: the Southeast Kansas Community Action Program (SEK-CAP) Early Head 
Start program in Girard, Kansas, and the Youth in Need Early Head Start program in St. 
Charles, Missouri. Chapter 2 also provides information on the program group members’ 
participation as recorded in the case files.  
This chapter presents information on the receipt of early childhood development, parent 
education, social services, and self-sufficiency services as captured by a survey that was 
administered to program and control group members about 18 months after they entered the 
study.1 The control group members were not eligible for Enhanced EHS services at the two 
sites, but they were able to receive services from other programs in the community. Examining 
the differences between program group members’ and control group members’ participation is 
central to understanding the impacts of Enhanced EHS on the child and parent outcomes that 
are presented in Chapters 4, 5, and 6.  
This chapter presents impacts for the full sample and by the age of the focal child.2 Ap-
pendix Tables D.1 to D.4 present impacts by program site and by the number of parents in the 
household. Box 3.1 explains how to interpret the estimated impacts shown in tables presented in 
the remainder of the report. 
Receipt of Family Development Services 
The 18-month survey of parents asked a series of questions intended to capture infor-
mation about the receipt of family development and child development services. In particular, 
the survey asked whether the parent had had telephone contact or had met with a staff person 
who provided assistance or advice on (1) parenting, how to be a better parent, caring for kids, or
                                                            
1This chapter includes information on the receipt of EHS child care services. Chapter 4 provides informa-
tion on the overall receipt of child care. 
2As is true with all applications to EHS, families identify a particular child who is up to age 3 or during the 
prenatal period and who will be enrolled in the program. In this study’s 18-month parent survey and direct 
child assessments, this child is identified as the focal child who is the target of program services and is the 
focus of all questions related to child care and early educational experiences, parenting practices, and child 
development and well-being. 
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Box 3.1 
How to Read the Estimated Impact Tables in This Report 
Most tables in this report use a similar format, illustrated below. Several participation outcomes 
are shown for the program group and the control group. For example, about 79 (78.6) percent of 
the program group and about 21 (21.2) percent of the control group ever participated in any 
EHS/HS-related activity. 
The “Difference (Impact)” column shows the differences between the two research groups’ par-
ticipation rates — that is, the Enhanced EHS program’s estimated impact on participation. For 
example, the estimated impact on participating in EHS/HS services can be calculated by subtract-
ing 78.6 percent from 21.2 percent, yielding a difference of 57.5 percentage points. 
Differences marked with asterisks are “statistically significant,” meaning that it is quite unlikely 
that the differences arose by chance. The number of asterisks indicates whether the estimated 
impact is statistically significant at the 10 percent, 5 percent, or 1 percent level (the lower the 
level, the less likely that the impact is due to chance). For example, as shown below, the program 
group model had a statistically significant impact of 57.5 percentage points at the 1 percent level 
on participating in EHS/HS services. (One asterisk corresponds to the 10 percent level; two 
asterisks, the 5 percent level; and three asterisks, the 1 percent level.) The p-values show the 
exact levels of significance. 
Impact estimates presented in this report are often referred to as “intent-to-treat” impact esti-
mates. That is, the impacts are calculated by comparing all parents and children in the Enhanced 
EHS program group with all parents and children assigned to the non-Enhanced EHS control 
group, regardless of whether or how long they were engaged in Enhanced EHS services. The 
impact estimates are also regression-adjusted using background characteristics of the sample, 
including gender, age, race/ethnicity, prior employment, education, TANF receipt, number of 
children, child’s age and gender, two-parent case status, site, random assignment cohort, and 
length of time between random assignment and the survey/assessment date. 
Program Control Difference Effect 
Group Group (Impact) Size P-Value
development services since random assignment (%) 78.6 21.2 57.5 *** 1.15 0.000
since random assignment (%) 66.0 17.8 48.2 *** 0.98 0.000
Frequency of contact with EHS/HS (%):
No contact 34.0 82.2 -48.2 *** -0.98 0.000
Once or less than once a month 9.1 6.0 3.1 0.12 0.204
At least once a month 22.1 4.2 17.9 *** 0.53 0.000
At least once a week 33.6 6.4 27.1 *** 0.68 0.000
242 249Sample size (total = 491)
Outcome
Received any EHS/HS child care and/or family
Received any EHS/HS family development services
Impacts on Receipt of Family Development, Child-Focused,
 and Case Management Services
SOURCE: MDRC calculations based on responses to the 18-month survey.
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understanding how kids develop; (2) activities that the parent could do with the child to help the 
child grow and learn; (3) the progress of the child; (4) budgeting and financial management; (5) 
arranging or paying for transportation; (6) finding or paying for good child care; (7) reading, 
math, or English skills or going to school; (8) prenatal care; (9) applying for government 
benefits; and (10) employment or job-related goals. This chapter refers to this collection of 
assistance as “family development services.” Parents who answered “yes” to one of these 
questions were asked to identify where they had received these services, which could be 
through Early Head Start or Head Start (EHS/HS) or through other programs in the community. 
The survey also asked whether, since random assignment, the parents had received EHS/HS 
child care for at least 10 hours per week for a period that lasted two weeks or longer. 
Receipt of Early Head Start or Head Start 
This section presents impacts on the receipt of EHS/HS services and by the type of ser-
vice provided.  
 Given that control group members could not participate in EHS in the 
study counties, Enhanced EHS significantly increased participation in 
EHS/HS for the program group members.  
As the first row of Table 3.1 shows, program group members were significantly more 
likely than control group members to have received EHS/HS services either from an EHS/HS 
child care center or through assistance from home visitors or other staff. About 79 percent of the 
program group received these services, compared with 21 percent of the control group.3 The 
low receipt of EHS/HS services by the control group members can be explained by the embargo 
that prevented them from enrolling in EHS during the first three years after joining the study. 
Some control group members may have enrolled in EHS/HS after moving to another communi-
ty or may have enrolled in SEK-CAP HS after the child turned age 3. The Youth in Need 
program expanded the three-year embargo on control group members to prevent them from 
receiving HS services as well, resulting in low receipt of services by Youth in Need control 
group members. Appendix Table D.1 shows that the impact on the receipt of EHS/HS services 
in Youth in Need is 69 percentage points, compared with 46 percentage points in SEK-CAP.4 
Among the full study sample, about 66 percent of the program group, compared with 
18 percent of the control group, reported receiving family development services from EHS/HS
                                                            
3The program group’s participation rate is lower than the participation rate estimated from the case file and 
child care attendance records presented in Chapter 2, and the latter includes just EHS (not HS) participation. 
This implies that there may have been some recall error in parents’ reporting of service receipt. 
4Impacts are also larger for one-parent households than for two-parent households (Appendix Table D.3). 
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staff –– such as assistance on parenting, the child’s development, accessing support services, 
and education or employment-related goals (Table 3.1). These percentages are slightly lower 
than those reported in the preceding paragraph because they do not include respondents who 
said that they received child care services from EHS/HS but did not report receiving family 
development services.  
Approximately one-third of the program group reported having weekly contact with 
EHS/HS staff, compared with 6 percent of control group members. Among those who reported 
receiving the EHS/HS family development services, the program group received close to 12 
months of services –– substantially longer than the control group’s 6.4 months. 
Program Control Difference Effect 
Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
development services since random assignment (%) 78.6 21.2 57.5 *** 1.15 0.000
since random assignment (%) 66.0 17.8 48.2 *** 0.98 0.000
Frequency of contact with EHS/HS (%):
No contact 34.0 82.2 -48.2 *** -0.98 0.000
Once or less than once a month 9.1 6.0 3.1 0.12 0.204
At least once a month 22.1 4.2 17.9 *** 0.53 0.000
At least once a week 33.6 6.4 27.1 *** 0.68 0.000
Length of engagement in EHS/HS (months) 11.7 6.4 5.4
242 249Sample size (total = 491)
Outcome
Received any EHS/HS child care and/or family
Received any EHS/HS family development services
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 3.1
Impacts on Receipt of Family Development, Child-Focused, and Case Management 
Services 18 Months After Random Assignment, EHS/HS Providers Only
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
SOURCE: MDRC calculations based on responses to the 18-month survey.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent. The significance level indicates the probability that one would incorrectly conclude that a 
difference exists between research groups for the corresponding variable.
Results in this table are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics. 
The measure shown in italic type is considered nonexperimental and is not tested for statistical 
significance.
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program and 
control groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control group 
standard deviation).
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Receipt of Any Family Development Services 
This section examines the overall receipt of family development services, regardless of 
the service provider, analyzed by the type of service.  
 With the inclusion of services from non-EHS/HS programs, high pro-
portions of both groups received family development services, reflecting 
the availability of these services in the community for control group 
members.  
As shown in Table 3.2, about 91 percent of the program group and 80 percent of the 
control group received family development services either from EHS/HS or from other com-
munity programs. The difference of 11 percentage points is relatively small but is statistically 
significant.5  
 Enhanced EHS increased the receipt of parenting and child develop-
ment assistance.  
The survey asked parents specifically about the types of services or topics addressed by 
the EHS/HS program or other programs in the community. Parenting education and child 
development services include helping parents with parenting skills (for example, how to be a 
better parent, how to help the child grow and learn, and how to chart the child’s progress). 
About 84 percent of the program group reported that they received assistance or advice on 
parenting and child development, compared with 64 percent of the control group. This impact 
of 20 percentage points is statistically significant, although the high percentage of control group 
members who received parenting and child development assistance reflects the availability of 
services elsewhere in the community. 
 Reflecting the enhancements offered by the EHS programs, Enhanced 
EHS also increased the receipt of assistance on self-sufficiency, although 
the impacts are modest. 
For example, the parents who reported receiving help with education needs –– which 
included advice on improving their literacy and math skills and on going to school –– made up 
23 percent of the program group and 15 percent of the control group, resulting in a statistically 
                                                            
5There were impacts on the receipt of family development services for one-parent households but not for 
two-parent households. That is, control group households with two parents were just as likely as program 
group households with two parents to receive these services. See Appendix Table D.4 for more information. 
50 
Program Control Difference Effect 
Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
and/or other programs (%) 91.3 79.9 11.4 *** 0.33 0.000
Frequency of contact with EHS/HS and/or other programs (%)
No contact 8.7 20.1 -11.4 *** 0.33 0.000
Once or less than once a month 16.4 30.6 -14.1 *** -0.33 0.000
At least once a month 29.6 32.1 -2.5 -0.05 0.565
At least once a week 43.0 11.6 31.4 *** 0.71 0.000
Length of engagement in programs (months) 10.3 8.2 2.1
Topics addressed by EHS/HS and/or other programs (%)
Parenting education and child development 84.0 63.8 20.2 *** 0.46 0.000
Accessing education-related services 22.5 15.1 7.4 ** 0.19 0.038
Accessing employment-related services 40.5 25.7 14.9 *** 0.32 0.000
Accessing governmental benefits 41.5 50.4 -8.9 * -0.18 0.050
Budgeting and managing finances 26.5 7.2 19.3 *** 0.52 0.000
Transportation needs 16.2 7.9 8.3 *** 0.25 0.005
Family development services from non-EHS/HS programs
non-EHS/HS programs (%) 69.9 73.8 -3.9 -0.09 0.346
non-EHS/HS programs (%)
49.0 49.7 -0.7 -0.01 0.873
Health center or program 16.8 17.4 -0.7 -0.02 0.841
23.4 31.9 -8.5 ** -0.19 0.038
8.7 6.0 2.8 0.11 0.254
Other program(s) 10.9 22.4 -11.5 *** -0.31 0.001
Early intervention services
Presence of physical, medical, learning, emotional, or
mental health condition or disability (%)
No child disability 75.9 73.9 2.0 0.05 0.612
Child disability and no early intervention services 1.6 2.1 -0.5 -0.04 0.690
Child disability and receipt of early intervention services 22.5 23.8 -1.3 -0.03 0.735
Child receipt of health care services
Child immunizations up to date (%) 94.9 93.2 1.7 0.07 0.439
Number of routine health care visits in past year 6.1 5.2 0.9 ** 0.18 0.037
Child had access to health insurance (%) 92.6 92.9 -0.3 -0.01 0.905
242 249
(continued)
Department of Social Services
Received any family development services from following 
Outcome
Received any family development services from
Received any family development services from EHS/HS 
Sample size (total = 491)
Parent as Teachers program
Non-EHS/HS services from SEK-CAP or YIN
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 3.2
Impacts on Receipt of Family Development, Child-Focused, and Case Management 
Services 18 Months After Random Assignment, 
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Both EHS/HS and Non-EHS/HS Providers
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significant impact of just 7 percentage points. This impact was driven by an increase in assis-
tance provided by the Youth in Need site.6 It supports the field research finding that Youth in 
Need placed a stronger emphasis than SEK-CAP on referring parents to education providers in 
the community (Chapter 2).  
The program group was also more likely to get assistance or advice on finding a job or 
a job training program. Relative to the control group’s participation, Enhanced EHS increased 
the receipt of employment-related services by 15 percentage points. It also increased the receipt 
of budgeting and financial management assistance by 19 percentage points.  
There were impacts on the receipt of education- and employment-related services for 
households with one parent but not for households with two parents (Appendix Table D.4). 
 The findings on accessing benefits and support services are mixed. 
The survey asked about parents’ receipt of assistance on accessing government benefits 
and support services. Interestingly, control group members were more likely than program 
group members to receive assistance on accessing government benefits (such as welfare, food 
stamps, and Medicaid). About 42 percent of program group members and 50 percent of control 
group members reported receiving assistance in this area, resulting in a negative impact of 9 
percentage points for program group members. Enhanced EHS increased the receipt of trans-
portation assistance by 8 percentage points. 
 While Enhanced EHS increased participation in EHS/HS, control group 
members were more likely to receive services from other programs in 
the community. 
                                                            
6As shown in Appendix Table D.2, the Youth in Need program increased assistance on accessing educa-
tion-related services by 19 percentage points; there was no statistically significant increase for SEK-CAP. 
Table 3.2 (continued)
SOURCE: MDRC calculations based on responses to the 18-month survey.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
The significance level indicates the probability that one would incorrectly conclude that a difference exists 
between research groups for the corresponding variable.
Results in this table are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics. 
The measure shown in italic type is considered nonexperimental and is not tested for statistical significance.
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program and control 
groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control group standard 
deviation).
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The survey asked parents where they obtained the family development services dis-
cussed above. (Box 3.2 describes some of the community programs that sample members could 
have accessed.) As shown in the second panel of Table 3.2, the Parents as Teachers (PAT) 
program was one of the more common resources utilized by both groups, although control 
group members were more likely to do so. Almost one-third (32 percent) of control group 
members and one-quarter (23 percent) of program group members reported receiving services 
from PAT, resulting in a statistically significant negative impact of 9 percentage points for 
program group members. PAT is a home visiting program that provides services like those in 
EHS. In fact, both of the EHS sites used the PAT Born-to-Learn curriculum for the home visits 
during most of the study period, increasing the similarity of the child development services. A 
major difference between PAT and EHS is the frequency of interaction. PAT staff conduct 
monthly home visits, while EHS staff conduct weekly home visits.  
While both program and control group members received equivalent levels of services 
from the Department of Social Services, health centers or programs, and non-EHS services 
offered by Youth in Need and SEK-CAP, the control group was more likely to receive services 
from other programs in the community (Table 3.2). These other programs include a mix of early 
intervention programs for children with disabilities, other home visiting and parenting education 
programs, employment programs, and family preservation services. About 11 percent of 
program group members and 22 percent of control group members received services from other 
programs. This decrease of 11 percentage points is statistically significant.  
While many control group members received other services in the community, the ser-
vices provided by Enhanced EHS may have been more comprehensive and more intensive than 
the services in many of these other programs. For example, families receiving Enhanced EHS 
home-based services met more frequently with their home visitors than families enrolled in 
other home-based programs; families receiving Enhanced EHS center-based services likely 
received higher-quality child care than those who received center-based care from other 
community providers, since EHS center-based care is required to meet revised Head Start 
Program Performance Standards; and EHS families had access to specialized services (for 
example, a nurse, disability specialist, nutrition specialist, and mental health specialist). The 
breadth of services offered by Enhanced EHS –– excluding the costs associated with imple-
menting the enhanced employment, educational, and self-sufficiency services –– is reflected in 
the relatively high cost of $6,775 per child (averaged across the two sites). This is higher than 
the per child cost estimated for other community programs that offered similar but less intensive 
services. Appendix C analyzes the costs of services provided to program group and control 
group members. 
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Box 3.2 
Other Community Programs Providing Family Development Services 
Parents as Teachers (PAT). This home visiting program serves families and children 
from pregnancy through age 5. In the study counties, PAT conducted monthly home visits 
of about 60 minutes each. In addition, the program conducts health, hearing, vision, and 
developmental screenings of children; has group meetings for parents; and refers parents 
to community resources, depending on their needs.  
 PAT is similar to the EHS home-based programs, which use the PAT Born-to-Learn 
curriculum that was also used in the EHS study sites until 2007. The primary difference 
between the two programs is the intensity of services: PAT participants meet monthly 
with home visitors –– rather than weekly, as in EHS –– and do not have access to the 
same level of specialists that are available to EHS participants. 
Early Intervention Programs. These programs provide services to children under age 3 
who have special needs. The early intervention program operating in southeast Kansas is 
called “Birth to Three,” and the one operating in Missouri is called “First Steps.” In both, 
an initial assessment is conducted to determine whether the child demonstrates a de-
velopmental delay or disability that meets the eligibility criteria. If so, a service coordina-
tor is assigned to the family and, with them, develops an Individualized Family Service 
Plan (IFSP) that outlines the services to be provided to the child. The coordinator then 
works with the family to ensure that the IFSP is implemented and that the family and 
child receive the services and supports they need. 
Stay at Home Parent Program (Missouri). This program is funded by the Missouri 
Early Childhood Development, Education, and Care Fund through grants to community 
organizations. It provides home visiting services to low-income families with children 
younger than 3, to help parents develop effective parenting skills and ensure the health 
and development of children. The program operated in Lincoln and Montgomery Coun-
ties during the study period. 
Healthy Start. This program is designed to help parents improve their parenting skills 
and to provide guidance to expectant and new mothers who have questions about having a 
healthy pregnancy and caring for their baby. Providing health education is a primary 
component of the program. Home visitors also act as case managers and try to connect 
parents with other community resources. Healthy Start staff in Crawford County (Kansas) 
report that the frequency of home visits depends on the intensity of the issues that the 
family is facing. Families with intense needs receive weekly visits –– or even twice week-
ly –– while other families meet with the case manager monthly. In Crawford, after a child 
turns age 2, the family is referred to PAT, or Birth to Three (if necessary), or other com-
munity programs. 
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 Enhanced EHS did not increase the receipt of early intervention services 
for children with disabilities, but it did increase the receipt of routine 
health care visits. 
In terms of other child-focused services, Enhanced EHS conducted assessments of 
children soon after they enrolled in the program. And when staff suspected a child of having a 
disability, they made a referral to the local early intervention agency designated by the state Part 
C plan, to determine eligibility for Part C services and coordinate the development of an 
Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP).7 The family might also be referred by other pro-
grams, the child’s physician, or the parent. Control group members might also be referred by 
these other sources. 
About one-quarter of both groups reported having a child with a disability. Most chil-
dren who had a disability were receiving early intervention services. There was no difference in 
the receipt of early intervention services between the two research groups. 
In terms of the receipt of health care services, most respondents reported the child’s 
immunizations were up-to-date and most children had access to health insurance. Enhanced 
EHS did increase the number of routine health care visits by about one visit a year. 
Participation in Job Search, Education, and Training 
 Enhanced EHS did not increase participation in any formal job search 
or education and training activity. 
As Table 3.3 shows, about 59 percent of program group members and 55 percent of 
control group members participated in any job search, education, or training activity. The 
difference is not statistically significant.  
About one-quarter of sample members participated in a job search activity, with over 15 
percent participating in group job search (such as group job-readiness classes or meetings) and 
about 15 percent participating in individual job search, which required them to bring a list of the 
employers that they had contacted to someone who worked at an agency. Both types of job 
search activities are often mandated by welfare agencies as a requirement for receiving benefits 
from the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. It is unlikely that 
program group members who had received assistance with job search as part of Enhanced EHS 
would have responded that they had participated in such activities, because they were not 
                                                            
7The federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Part C provides funding to states and 
public agencies for early intervention services for infants and toddlers with disabilities and for their families. 
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Program Control Difference Effect
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
Ever participated in any job search, education, and/or
training activity (%) 59.1 54.6 4.5 0.09 0.318
Participated in job search activity (%) 26.3 23.8 2.5 0.06 0.519
Group job search/job club (%) 18.9 15.8 3.1 0.08 0.363
Individual job search (%) 15.9 14.3 1.6 0.04 0.625
Participated in education/training activity (%) 48.1 44.4 3.6 0.07 0.417
Adult basic education/GED classes (%) 11.6 8.0 3.5 0.12 0.135
College courses (%) 29.1 27.1 2.0 0.04 0.611
English as a Second Language (ESL) classes (%) 2.2 1.1 1.1 0.08 0.357
Vocational training (%) 12.8 10.0 2.8 0.09 0.329
Other education or training activity (%) 1.9 3.9 -2.0 -0.12 0.199
Obtained degree or diploma/GED certificate since 
random assignment (%) 6.4 7.4 -0.9 -0.04 0.668
Average number of weeks participating in:
Job search activities 2.9 1.8 1.1 0.12 0.177
Education/training activities 13.8 12.3 1.4 0.06 0.493
Among those who participated, average number 
of weeks in:
Job search activities 11.8 6.8 5.0
Education/training activities 29.5 26.9 2.6
Sample size (total = 491) 242 249
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 3.3
Impacts on Participation in Job Search, Education, and Training Activities
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
SOURCES: MDRC calculations based on responses to the 18-month survey.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
The significance level indicates the probability that one would incorrectly conclude that a difference exists 
between research groups for the corresponding variable.
Results in this table are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics. 
The measures shown in italic type are considered nonexperimental and are not tested for statistical 
significance.
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program and 
control groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control group standard 
deviation).
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mandated to log their contacts with employers and report them to the home visitor or self-
sufficiency specialist.8 For the full sample, there also was no impact on the number of weeks of 
participation in these services. 
Enhanced EHS was intended to increase participation in education and training activi-
ties, but this did not occur. About 48 percent of the program group and 44 percent of the control 
group participated in an education or training activity –– a difference that is not statistically 
significant. The most common type of education or training activity was participation in college 
courses; 29 percent of program group members and 27 percent of control group members took 
college courses. In addition, 12 percent of the program group and 8 percent of the control group 
took adult basic education or General Educational Development (GED) courses, and 13 percent 
of the program group and 10 percent of the control group participated in vocational training. 
Program group members were no more likely than control group members to have obtained a 
degree or diploma since random assignment.  
A separate analysis, by site (Appendix Table D.5), shows that the Youth in Need pro-
gram group was more likely than its control group to participate in adult basic education or 
GED classes. The Youth in Need Enhanced EHS program increased adult basic education or 
GED participation by 8 percentage points. In addition to emphasizing the referral of parents to 
education providers in the community more than the SEK-CAP program did, the Youth in Need 
program also offered GED classes on-site in one rural county because these services were not 
available elsewhere in the county. A separate analysis of one-parent and two-parent households 
did not find impacts for either subgroup (Appendix Table D.6). 
Participation Rates, by Child’s Age 
This section presents the programs’ impacts on the receipt of EHS/HS and other services 
as analyzed by the age of the focal child at study entry. Although Chapter 2 reports that families 
with infants (younger than 12 months) participated in EHS at a higher level than families with 
toddlers (12 months or older), this does not imply that the impact on service receipt is larger for 
the subgroup with infants. Control group families with infants could have participated at a 
higher level than control group families with toddlers.  
 The impact on the receipt of EHS/HS child care or family development 
services is larger for families with infants than for families with toddlers. 
                                                            
8Discussions that program group members might have had with EHS staff about their job search are more 
likely reflected in the topics addressed by staff, reported in Table 3.2. 
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As shown in Table 3.4, Enhanced EHS increased participation in EHS/HS by 65 per-
centage points for the infant subgroup and by 51 percentage points for the toddler subgroup. 
Examining the percentage who reported receiving family development services from EHS/HS 
staff, the impact is also larger for the infant subgroup. Finally, the impact on the percentage who 
received weekly contacts with EHS/HS is also larger for the families with infants than for those 
with toddlers. 
 Considering assistance provided by EHS/HS and other programs in the 
community, the findings are mixed when analyzed by child’s age. 
Similar to the results for the full sample, Table 3.5 shows that the impacts on the receipt 
of any family development services by program group members are modest for both of the 
subgroups defined by child’s age –– 10 and 12 percentage points, respectively. High percent-
ages of program group and control group members in both subgroups reported receiving family 
development services in the community. 
Enhanced EHS increased the percentage who received assistance on parenting education 
and child development, by 27 percentage points for families with infants and by 13 percentage 
points for families with toddlers. In contrast, there are impacts on the receipt of education- and 
employment-related assistance for the toddler subgroup but not for the infant subgroup.9 For 
families with toddlers, Enhanced EHS increased the participation in education-related services by 
11 percentage points and in employment-related services by 21 percentage points. The program 
increased the percentage of program group members in both subgroups who received assistance 
with budgeting and managing their finances and with transportation needs.  
For the full sample, the negative impact on assistance accessing government benefits 
and support services is driven by the negative impact for the subgroup of families with infants. 
It is unclear why these program group families were less likely than control group families 
with infants to receive assistance in this area. Perhaps the other programs that provided 
services to control group members placed a stronger emphasis on accessing benefits than the 
EHS program did. 
                                                            
9Table 3.5 shows higher receipt of employment- and education-related assistance by program group fami-
lies with toddlers than by program group families with infants at study entry, which differs from patterns 
presented in Chapter 2. As noted in Chapter 2, program group families with infants were more likely than 
families with toddlers to have had a discussion on self-sufficiency. However, program group families with 
toddlers at study entry were less likely to ever receive any Enhanced EHS services, were engaged in Enhanced 
EHS for shorter periods of time, and were more likely to age out of the program over the course of the follow-
up period. It could be that the program group families with toddlers at study entry were more likely than 
pregnant women and families with infants to receive assistance on employment, educational, and self-
sufficiency issues from other community programs, which is not captured in the participation data alone.  
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Control group members were more likely than program group members to receive other 
services in the community. About 22 percent of program group members with infants and 36 
percent of control group members with infants received PAT services, resulting in a negative 
impact of 14 percentage points. For the toddler subgroup, 24 percent of program group mem-
bers participated, compared with 29 percent of control group members; the difference is not 
statistically significant. As Table 3.5 indicates, the control group members in both subgroups 
were more likely to receive services from other community programs, including early interven-
tion programs for children with disabilities, other parenting education programs, employment 
programs, and family preservation services. Enhanced EHS reduced participation in these other 
programs by 12 percentage points for both groups. 
Enhanced EHS increased the number of routine health care visits by about 1.5 visits per 
year for the infant group; it did not increase the number of visits for the toddler group. 
 Enhanced EHS did not increase participation in any formal job search 
or education and training activity for either subgroup defined by the 
child’s age. 
As Table 3.6 shows, there are no impacts on participation in job search, education and 
training, or the receipt of a high school diploma or college degree for families with infants or for 
families with toddlers at study entry. 
Summary of Impacts on Service Receipt 
Enhanced EHS increased program group members’ participation in EHS/HS, although 
control group members were able to find programs that offered parenting and child develop-
ment assistance in the community. Enhanced EHS also increased the receipt of education- and 
employment-related assistance, although the impacts are rather modest. The program did not 
increase participation in formal job search and education programs.  
There are larger impacts on the receipt of EHS/HS and on the receipt of parenting and 
child development assistance among families with infants at study entry. Conversely, there are 
impacts on the receipt of education- and employment-related assistance among the families with 
toddlers but not among the families with infants. 
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Chapter 4 
Impacts on Child Care and  
Early Educational Experiences 
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration and Evaluation Project 
is studying the effectiveness of offering parents employment and educational services within 
two traditional Early Head Start (EHS) programs: one offered by the Southeast Kansas Com-
munity Action Program (SEK-CAP) in Girard, Kansas, and one offered by the Youth in Need 
program in St. Charles, Missouri. These “Enhanced EHS” programs aimed to improve families’ 
economic circumstances and self-sufficiency and, thus, also to improve their children’s devel-
opment. Families in the study were randomly assigned either to the Enhanced EHS program 
group (and could receive either home-based or center-based services) or to the control group, 
whose members could not access Enhanced EHS or traditional EHS from these two programs 
but could seek alternative services available in the community. 
Enhanced EHS may have changed children’s child care and early educational expe-
riences. Changes in these experiences are expected to be among the primary ways by which the 
program supports children’s cognitive, social, and emotional development as well as parents’ 
abilities to maintain stable employment. This chapter presents the impacts of Enhanced EHS on 
children’s receipt of child care, the types of child care that they received, and the amount of 
time that they spent in different care arrangements. In addition, the program’s impacts on child 
care stability are explored. These outcomes are measured using information from a survey 
administered to parents approximately 18 months after random assignment. (See Box 4.1.) The 
final section of the chapter considers how Enhanced EHS might have differentially affected the 
child care experiences of infants and toddlers, by examining subgroups of families defined by 
the age of the focal child at random assignment.1   
Full-Sample Impacts on the Use of Child Care 
By providing subsidized Early Head Start or Head Start (EHS/HS) center-based care, 
Enhanced EHS may be an effective strategy for encouraging parents to use higher-quality child 
care options (such as formal care) rather than other forms of informal and home-based care 
                                                          
1As is true with all applications to EHS, families identify a particular child who is up to age 3 or during the 
prenatal period and who will be enrolled in the program. In this study’s 18-month parent survey and direct 
child assessments, this child is identified as the focal child who is the target of program services and is the 
focus of all questions related to child care and early educational experiences, parenting practices, and child 
development and well-being. 
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Box 4.1 
Measures of Child Care Outcomes  
Data about children’s experiences with child care were collected by the 18-month 
survey of parents. 
Child care use. The survey collected information from parents (primarily mothers) 
about different forms of child care that might have been used for at least 10 hours per 
week and for at least two weeks since random assignment. A composite measure of 
whether the child was ever placed in any form of care since random assignment was 
created using this information. In addition, different forms of child care were catego-
rized into formal and home-based care. These categories are not mutually exclusive; 
that is, parents who reported placing their children in formal care may also have relied 
on home-based care at some point during the follow-up period. 
 Formal child care includes Early Head Start (EHS) or Head Start (HS) center-based 
care and structured center-based or group child care provided outside the home in pre-
school, nursery school, summer daycare, or extended day programs.   
 Home-based child care includes care provided by nonrelatives in another person’s 
home (such as a babysitter not related to the child or family); daycare in the home; and 
care provided by siblings, grandparents, or other relatives. 
In addition, because of the child development services delivered through EHS/HS 
care, impacts are presented separately on the use of EHS/HS care and other forms of 
formal care described above. Impacts are also presented separately for home-based 
care provided by relatives and by nonrelatives. 
Children’s time spent in child care. In addition to general information about the 
types of child care used since random assignment, parents were asked to report how 
many months since random assignment the focal child spent in each form of care. 
Parents were also asked to report on how many hours per week in the past month the 
focal child spent in all forms of care arrangements. This information was used to cal-
culate the average number of months that a child spent in formal or home-based care, 
the average number of months in each form of care during the follow-up period, and 
the total hours in any care in a typical week in the past month.  
Child care stability. Parents reported on three aspects of child care stability: (1) the 
total number of care arrangements used in the last month prior to the interview, (2) 
difficulties in arranging for care for the focal child, and (3) the extent to which the 
number of hours that the child spent in care (across all arrangements) changed from 
week to week in the month prior to the interview. For the last two indicators of child 
care stability, responses were recorded on a 4-point scale ranging from “hardly at all 
or rarely” to “always.”   
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arrangements (such as relatives, friends, and neighbors). Examining impacts for the full research 
sample, this section first explores whether the program had an overall impact on the percentage 
of children who were ever placed in nonparental care at some point after random assignment. 
This is followed by an analysis of whether the program encouraged parents to shift their use of 
different types of child care during the follow-up period. Lastly, the section discusses whether 
Enhanced EHS affected the amount of time that children spent in nonparental care over the 
follow-up period for the full research sample.  
The first and second panels of Table 4.1 show the program’s impacts on these out-
comes. Enhanced EHS did not have a significant impact on use of nonparental care; about 80 
percent of children in the program group and 77 percent of children in the control group were in 
nonparental care at some point during the follow-up period. This is not surprising, because the 
program did not have an overall impact on rates of parental employment, education, or training 
(Chapters 3 and 5), which are thought to be primary drivers of parents’ needs for nonparental 
child care.  
 Enhanced EHS increased the use of formal child care –– a shift driven 
primarily by an increase in the use of EHS/HS care –– and it decreased 
the use of nonrelative home-based care.  
Although the program did not change the percentage of children who were ever in non-
parental care at some point during the follow-up period, there is evidence that it was effective at 
changing parents’ use of different types of child care arrangements. Most notably, 57 percent of 
children in program group families were ever placed in formal care, compared with only 37 
percent of children in control group families (Table 4.1).  
This impact appears to be driven by an increase in the use of EHS/HS care. Parents re-
ported that 42 percent of children in program group families, compared with 9 percent of 
children in control group families, received EHS/HS care over the follow-up period.2  
To a lesser extent, the program also appears to have shifted parents away from the use of 
home-based child care. According to parents in the survey, 55 percent of children in program 
group families, compared with 64 percent of children in control group families, were ever in a 
home-based care arrangement at some time during the follow-up period. However, there is 
evidence that the program had differential effects on the use of home-based care provided by 
relatives and unrelated caregivers. Enhanced EHS did not reduce whether children were in 
relative home-based care; about 45 percent of children in both the program and the control group
                                                          
2The control group rate of EHS/HS child care receipt largely reflects that study participants in SEK-CAP 
were not prevented from receiving HS when the child turned 3 years old and that the control group in Youth in 
Need was not permitted to receive EHS/HS services for a period of three years after random assignment. 
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Program Control Difference Effect
 Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
Child care use since random assignment (%)
Any nonparental child care 79.5 76.9 2.6 0.06 0.472
Any formal care 57.2 37.1 20.1 *** 0.40 0.000
Early Head Start/Head Start care 42.1 8.7 33.4 *** 0.77 0.000
Other formal care 21.3 30.5 -9.2 ** -0.21 0.018
Any home-based care 54.7 63.6 -8.9 ** -0.18 0.044
Care provided by relative 42.9 47.3 -4.4 -0.09 0.333
Care provided by nonrelative 24.1 38.4 -14.3 *** -0.31 0.001
Children's time spent in child care
Hours in any nonparental care per week in past month 25.2 24.5 0.7 0.03 0.740
Since random assignment, number of months spent in
any nonparental child care 11.0 8.8 2.2 *** 0.24 0.005
Any formal care (months) 6.0 3.1 2.9 *** 0.45 0.000
Early Head Start/Head Start care 4.7 0.5 4.1 *** 0.75 0.000
Other formal care 1.8 2.7 -0.9 ** -0.18 0.036
Any home-based care (months) 5.1 5.8 -0.7 -0.11 0.243
Care provided by relative 4.4 4.1 0.3 0.04 0.655
Care provided by nonrelative 1.8 3.3 -1.5 *** -0.29 0.001
Child care stability
Number of child care providers used in past month 1.4 1.4 0.0 0.02 0.784
Hours in child care hardly or rarely change from
week to week (%) 51.1 47.6 3.6 0.07 0.447
Difficulties in arranging for child care hardly
or rarely occur (%) 64.6 58.6 5.9 0.12 0.189
237 244Sample size (total = 481)
Outcome
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 4.1
Impacts on Child Care Outcomes
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
SOURCES: MDRC calculations based on responses to the 18-month survey.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent. The significance level indicates the probability that one would incorrectly conclude that a difference 
exists between research groups for the corresponding variable.
Outcomes in this table are defined in Box 4.1.
Results in this table are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics. 
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program and 
control groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control group standard 
deviation).
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were ever cared for by relatives. However, the program appears to have decreased the use of 
home-base care provided by adults unrelated to the focal children; 24 percent of program group 
children were ever in nonrelative care, compared with 38 percent of control group children.  
Full-Sample Impacts on Time Spent in Child Care 
This section considers how Enhanced EHS might have changed the amount of time that 
children spent in nonparental child care over the follow-up period for the full research sample. 
This interest stems from the primary concern that when children are very young, being placed in 
nonparental care for extended periods of time –– such as the total number of months and hours 
per day of nonparental care –– can have some negative consequences.3 To explore these issues, 
first the section examines the impacts of Enhanced EHS on the number of hours that children 
spent in any form of nonparental care. Second, it examines the impacts of Enhanced EHS on the 
total number of months that children spent in particular types of care over the follow-up period, 
since Enhanced EHS would more likely affect the use of formal and center-based care, in 
particular, given the nature of the services offered.  
 Enhanced EHS did not have an overall impact on the number of hours 
that children were placed in nonparental care. 
The second panel of Table 4.1 shows that the program did not have a significant im-
pact on the number of hours that children in the full research sample were in nonparental care 
during a typical week in the month prior to the follow-up survey date; on average, parents 
reported that children in program and control group families spent about 25 hours per week in 
nonparental care.  
 Enhanced EHS increased the number of months that children were 
placed in any nonparental care over the follow-up period and, especially, 
the number of months in formal care and EHS/HS care. 
Although the program did not change the percentage of children who were ever in non-
parental care at some time during the follow-up period (the first panel of Table 4.1), Enhanced 
EHS significantly increased the number of months that children spent in any nonparental care, 
by an average of 2.2 months.  
In line with the impacts reported above, Enhanced EHS increased the amount of time 
that children spent in formal care overall and EHS/HS care in particular since random assign-
ment. Children in program group families spent, on average, 2.9 more months in any formal 
care than their counterparts in control group families. In addition, program group children spent
                                                          
3NICHD Early Child Care Research Network (2005). 
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an average of 4.7 months in EHS/HS center-based care, compared with 0.5 month for control 
group children over the follow-up period. 
 Enhanced EHS slightly reduced the number of months that children 
spent in non-EHS/HS formal care. However, the program had no over-
all impact on the number of months spent in home-based care. 
The program also slightly reduced the time that children spent in other non-EHS/HS 
formal care; during the follow-up period, children in the program group spent, on average, 0.9 
month less in other non-EHS/HS formal care than children in the control group. Altogether, the 
results suggest that the increase in time that program group children spent in formal care is 
driven primarily by an increase in the use of EHS/HS care. 
As with the results above, there are no significant differences in the time that children 
spent in home-based child care; on average, children across the program and control groups 
spent a little less than six months in home‐based care since random assignment. The program 
also had no significant impact on the time that children spent being cared for by relatives; across 
the program and control groups, children were in relative care for an average of about six 
months over the course of the follow-up period. Yet the program produced a modest reduction 
in the amount of time that children were cared for by unrelated adults in home-based arrange-
ments, by about 1.5 months over the follow-up period. 
Encouraging parents to pursue employment and educational opportunities and also pro-
viding subsidized EHS/HS care could affect the age at which children are first placed in 
nonparental care. Nonexperimental analyses were used to explore differences between the 
program and control group families in the ages at which children were first placed in various 
types of care arrangements. The results suggest that children in families with access to En-
hanced EHS were likely to be placed in nonparental care and in formal care at younger ages 
than children in the control group (not shown). This may be one reason why the program 
affected the amount of time that children spent in nonparental care and in formal care overall 
and EHS/HS care in particular.  
Taken together, Enhanced EHS did not affect the degree to which children were ever 
placed in nonparental care since random assignment, though it did increase the amount of time 
over the follow-up period that children were placed in nonparental care. However, it appears 
that the program was effective at encouraging parents to use formal care arrangements overall 
and, notably, EHS/HS care. Interestingly, the greater reliance on EHS/HS care did not coincide 
with a reduction of the same magnitude in the use of home-based care; the program decreased 
the use of home-based care provided by nonrelatives but had no discernable impact on the use 
of home-based care provided by relatives. This pattern of impacts suggests that Enhanced EHS
71 
should have positive impacts on child development and well-being, inasmuch as prior research 
has generally identified EHS/HS care as being high quality.  
Full-Sample Impacts on Child Care Stability  
This section summarizes the impacts of Enhanced EHS on several aspects of child care 
stability. While some changes in children’s care experiences are expected, frequent and unex-
pected changes in child care arrangements can disrupt family routines, challenge parents’ 
abilities to stay employed, and undermine children’s development.4 The available measures of 
child care stability from the 18-month parent-reported follow-up survey provide limited insights 
into how Enhanced EHS might influence child care stability, but they can generate hypotheses 
to explore in future research. These measures include the number of child care providers used in 
the month prior to the date of the follow-up survey as well as parents’ perceptions of whether 
the hours that their children were in care changed from one week to the next and whether they 
had difficulties arranging for their children’s care.  
The third panel of Table 4.1 shows the impacts on the available indicators of child care 
stability. The findings suggest that Enhanced EHS did not have an impact on the number of 
child care providers that parents relied on; both program and control group families used, on 
average, 1.4 child care providers in the prior month. When considered in conjunction with the 
pattern of findings on the incidence and duration of care use over the follow-up period, the 
cumulative findings appear to suggest that families in the program group may have been relying 
on the same number of child care providers as their counterparts in the control group but for 
longer durations of time over the follow-up period. Furthermore, there are no statistically 
significant impacts on parental perceptions of weekly changes in the hours that their children 
were in nonparental care or on their difficulties in arranging for child care, suggesting that 
Enhanced EHS had limited impacts on the stability of children’s child care experiences. 
Subgroup Impacts on Child Care Experiences, by Child’s Age 
This section presents impacts on the child care outcomes discussed above, analyzed by 
the age of the child at random assignment.5 These analyses assess program impacts for families 
                                                          
4Knox, London, and Scott (2003); Lowe, Weisner, Geis, and Huston (2005); Shonkoff and Phillips (2000). 
5To explore these impacts for the full sample and by child’s age at random assignment, the research team 
examined whether impacts of Enhanced EHS on children’s care experiences also varied by program site and 
household structure (that is, one-parent and two-parent households). Subgroup impacts by program site and by 
one- and two-parent households are shown in Appendix E. The subgroup analyses suggest that Youth in Need 
increased the use of EHS/HS care by a greater magnitude than SEK-CAP. As discussed in preceding chapters, 
SEK-CAP did not provide EHS/HS center-based care until 2007, and the pattern of impacts likely reflect this. 
Furthermore, the program decreased the extent to which single parents relied on other non-EHS/HS formal care, 
whereas no comparable impact among two-parent families was found. And the program increased the time that 
children in one-parent households spent in EHS/HS care by a greater magnitude than in two-parent households, 
even though the program increased the use of EHS/HS care for both types of families.  
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with infants (defined as families who were expecting a child or had a child younger than 12 
months old) and for families with toddlers (children 12 months or older at study entry) and 
whether the magnitude and direction of these impacts differ for these subgroups. Differential 
impacts on child care use between subgroups of families with infants and those with toddlers 
might occur for a variety of reasons. For example, it might be that the differential effects of 
Enhanced EHS on parental work hours and wages for subgroups of families defined by the age 
of the focal child (Chapter 5) are tied to effects of the program on children’s child care expe-
riences. It may also be that nonparental care more broadly –– and center-based care, in particu-
lar –– is less normative for very young infants than for toddlers,6 which might result in differen-
tial impacts of Enhanced EHS on child care experiences by child’s age at random assignment. 
Although such possibilities are explored in this section, the results should be interpreted with 
caution because of the small size of the subgroup samples. 
The first panel of Table 4.2 shows program impacts on the incidence of child care use 
when analyzed by the child’s age at random assignment. Analyses indicate that the program’s 
impacts among infants and among toddlers are generally similar in pattern: the program had no 
overall impact on the use of nonparental care for infants or toddlers, but it decreased the use of 
any nonrelative care. However, the impacts do differ from one another in two key ways. The 
program significantly increased the use of formal child care among families with infants, but it 
had no discernable impact on the use of formal care among families with toddlers. About 52 
percent of infants in the program group were enrolled in formal care at some point during the 
follow-up period, compared with only 18 percent of infants in the control group families. This 
represents nearly a 35 percentage point increase in the use of formal care among families with 
infants in the program group. The program may not have produced significant impacts on the 
use of formal child care use among toddlers. This may be, in part, because formal care is fairly 
common among children in this age range; in the control group, 54 percent of toddlers were 
ever in formal care at some point over the follow-up period. At the same time, it appears that 
the program encouraged more parents of toddlers to rely on EHS/HS care in place of other 
forms of formal care. The program reduced the percentage of toddlers who were placed in non-
EHS/HS formal care by 22 percentage points, whereas no such impact is evident among 
families with infants. 
 Enhanced EHS had a greater impact on receipt of formal child care 
among infants than among toddlers. In addition, the program encour-
aged a greater proportion of families with toddlers to use EHS/HS care 
instead of other non-EHS/HS formal care options. 
Similar patterns emerge when the duration of child care use over the follow-up period is 
examined by child’s age (the second panel of Table 4.2). For infants, the program increased the 
total hours spent in nonparental care in the week prior to the date of the follow-up survey and
                                                          
6Capizzano and Adams (2003). 
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the number of months spent in any nonparental care since random assignment. For toddlers, the 
program did not affect the amount of time spent in any nonparental care. However, the program 
did increase the amount of time that infants and toddlers spent in formal care over the follow-up 
period, though this impact is greater in magnitude among infants. Infants in program group 
families spent almost four times as much time in formal care (5.2 months, compared with 1.0 
month for infants in the control group), whereas the program only modestly increased the 
amount of time that toddlers spent in formal care (6.7 months, compared with 5.0 months for 
toddlers in the control group). The program uniformly increased the amount of time that infants 
and toddlers spent in EHS/HS care. And the program did not affect the amount of time that 
infants spent in non-EHS/HS formal care, but it did decrease the amount of time that toddlers 
spent in non-EHS/HS formal care over the follow-up period.  
Lastly, the program did not affect the number of months that infants and toddlers spent 
in home-based care –– particularly, in home-based care provided by relatives (the second panel 
of Table 4.2). However, the program did decrease the number of months that toddlers spent in 
home-based care provided by unrelated caregivers, even though the direction and magnitude of 
this effect do not differ between infants and toddlers. 
 Enhanced EHS increased parents’ perceptions of child care stability for 
infants but did not affect these perceptions among parents with toddlers. 
In terms of indicators of child care stability (the last panel of Table 4.2), Enhanced EHS 
reduced fluctuations in child care hours and difficulties in arranging care for their infants 
according to parental reports, whereas the program did not affect parents’ perceptions of these 
outcomes in families with toddlers. For families with infants, 53 percent of parents reported that 
the hours of care rarely or hardly ever changed from week to week, compared with 40 percent 
of parents in the control group. In addition, 67 percent of parents of infants in the program 
group reported hardly or rarely having difficulties arranging for child care, compared with 50 
percent of parents of infants in the control group. These findings are in line with the field 
research suggesting that there was limited availability of infant care options, particularly in rural 
areas (Chapter 2). Thus, it is possible that the provision of EHS/HS center-based care helped to 
address these constraints faced by many parents of infants. 
Summary of Impacts on Child Care 
Enhanced EHS increased parents’ reliance on EHS/HS care and, in turn, their reliance 
on formal care, even though it did not increase the rate at which children were placed in 
nonparental care at some point over the follow-up period. This pattern of impacts is evident for 
both infants and toddlers, though the magnitude of the impacts is greater among families with 
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infants. In contrast, the program encouraged parents of toddlers to switch from other forms of 
formal care to EHS/HS formal care.  
Nevertheless, the program did not altogether reduce parental reliance on home-based 
care. Rather, the program reduced reliance on care provided by unrelated caregivers but not on 
care provided by relatives. There are reasons why it may be more difficult to shift parental 
reliance on care arrangements by relatives than reliance on other forms of child care. Parents 
tend to place more trust in relatives to care for their children, especially when children are very 
young.7 Furthermore, given that a substantial proportion of parents in both the program and 
control group worked over the follow-up period, it may be that parents required child care 
outside the hours that formal care was available; therefore, they turned to relatives as a low-cost 
option to cover their child care needs.  
There is limited evidence to suggest that Enhanced EHS improved child care stability 
overall, but it appears to have helped parents of infants to secure reliable child care, whereas 
they might otherwise have had difficulties doing so. 
                                                          
7Knox, London, and Scott (2003); Lowe, Weisner, Geis, and Huston (2005). 
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Chapter 5 
Impacts on Employment, Earnings,  
and Household Income 
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration and Evaluation Project 
is studying two traditional Early Head Start (EHS) programs in Kansas and Missouri that 
enhanced their services by offering parents employment and education assistance. Examining 
whether improving families’ economic circumstances and self-sufficiency would improve 
children’s development, the study assigned families, at random, to the Enhanced EHS program 
group, whose members could receive either home-based or center-based services, or to the 
control group, whose members could not access Enhanced EHS or traditional EHS from these 
two programs, although they could seek alternative services available in the community. 
This chapter presents the impacts of Enhanced EHS on employment and earnings, job 
characteristics, and household income. The analysis uses unemployment insurance data from 
the National Directory of New Hires (NDNH) database to estimate the proportion of parents 
who were employed and their average earnings in each of the six quarters following random 
assignment and over the six-quarter follow-up period as a whole. In addition, data from the 18-
month survey of parents are used to estimate impacts on self-reported employment, job charac-
teristics, and household income. The chapter first presents impacts for the full study sample and 
then presents subgroup impacts by the age of the focal child at random assignment.1 
The results indicate that Enhanced EHS had little effect on employment, earnings, or 
job characteristics for the full sample. The lack of impacts may also reflect the challenges of 
program implementation, which led to lesser focus on self-sufficiency enhancements than had 
been expected (Chapter 2). The subgroup analysis indicates that there may have been more 
positive impacts among families who had infants (younger than 12 months) at baseline than 
among families who had toddlers (12 months or older) at baseline. These subgroup results 
should be interpreted with caution, however, because of the small size of the samples. 
                                                          
1As is true with all applications to EHS, families identify a particular child who is up to age 3 or during the 
prenatal period and who will be enrolled in the program. In this study’s 18-month parent survey and direct 
child assessments, this child is identified as the focal child who is the target of program services and is the 
focus of all questions related to child care and early educational experiences, parenting practices, and child 
development and well-being. 
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Full-Sample Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Income 
Quarterly Employment and Earnings 
This section presents impacts on mothers’ quarterly employment and earnings outcomes 
from an analysis of NDNH unemployment insurance data. Data are available for two parents in 
cases where two parents are included on the program’s Baseline Information Form, but the 
analysis focuses on the mother or female guardian, for two reasons.2 First, a review of Enhanced 
EHS case files shows that the mother is the parent most likely to have had contact with the 
program;3 therefore, the program was most likely to affect maternal employment outcomes. 
Second, an analysis of mothers’ employment outcomes is more comparable to the analysis of 
survey-reported outcomes, since nearly all survey respondents (97 percent) are female.4 
 Among the full sample, Enhanced EHS had no statistically significant 
impacts on maternal employment or earnings in any of the six quarters 
following random assignment or for the entire six-quarter period. 
Table 5.1 shows quarterly employment and earnings impacts for the mothers. There 
were no significant program impacts on maternal employment or earnings in any of the six 
quarters after random assignment or for the six-quarter follow-up period as a whole.5 For both 
the Enhanced EHS group and the control group, the rate of maternal employment remained 
fairly steady over the course of the follow-up period, with about 65 percent of sample members 
in both groups being employed in each quarter. Overall, about 85 percent of mothers were ever 
employed during the six-quarter follow-up period. For both the program and the control group, 
earnings increased from Quarter 1, in which mothers earned about $1,700, to Quarter 6, in 
which they earned about $2,200.6 Both program and control group mothers earned about 
$12,000, on average, over the follow-up period.  
The lack of full-sample impacts on employment and earnings is not entirely surprising, 
given the findings from the implementation research (Chapter 2); even though the programs
                                                          
2In the NDNH analysis, the sample that is referred to in the text as “the mothers” includes males who were 
the only parent in the household (1.5 percent of the sample).  
3In 90 percent of cases, the first parent listed on the EHS baseline application is female. The case file re-
view shows that only 26 percent of Enhanced EHS cases include any recorded contact between the program 
and the secondary parent. 
4Although the primary parent –– that is, the first parent listed on the baseline form –– is male in 10 percent 
of cases, the survey focused on the female parent or guardian, if one was listed at baseline. Therefore, while 90 
percent of primary parents are female, a higher percentage of survey respondents are female (97 percent). 
5There were also no significant, full-sample impacts on employment or earnings for the mother and father 
combined (Appendix Table F.1) or for the father alone (not shown). Employment and earnings impacts did not 
differ depending on whether the family had a second parent (Appendix Table F.7). 
6Dollar values include zeroes for sample members who were not employed. 
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increased their focus on parental employment, the programmatic enhancements remained 
peripheral service components of Enhanced EHS and may not have been strong enough to 
affect employment.  
In addition, given high rates of employment among the control group, it may have been 
difficult to produce an increase in employment among the program group. In the control group, 
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Impacts on Mothers’ Quarterly Employment and Earnings
Program Control Difference Effect
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
Employment (%)
Quarter 1 (quarter of random assignment) 63.5 58.2 5.3 0.11 0.177
Quarter 2 63.0 60.6 2.4 0.05 0.533
Quarter 3 64.9 62.8 2.1 0.04 0.584
Quarter 4 65.4 62.2 3.2 0.07 0.400
Quarter 5 63.1 66.3 -3.2 -0.07 0.397
Quarter 6 64.0 69.3 -5.3 -0.11 0.159
Ever employed, Quarters 1-6 86.2 84.0 2.3 0.06 0.422
Earnings ($)
Quarter 1 (quarter of random assignment) 1,805 1,603 202 0.08 0.296
Quarter 2 1,940 1,860 80 0.03 0.689
Quarter 3 1,961 1,931 30 0.01 0.884
Quarter 4 2,137 1,992 145 0.06 0.472
Quarter 5 2,159 2,168 -9 0.00 0.967
 Quarter 6 2,167 2,252 -85 -0.03 0.685
Total earnings, Quarters 1-6 12,024 11,705 319 0.02 0.759
Sample size (total = 597) 300 297
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Table 5.1
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the National Directory of New Hires database.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent, ** = 5 percent, and * = 10 
percent. The significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in concluding that 
there is a difference between research groups for the variable in question.
Dollar values include zeroes for sample members who were not employed, unless otherwise noted.
The sample used in this analysis includes females from two-parent cases (41.3 percent), females from one-
parent cases (57.1 percent), and males from one-parent cases (1.5 percent). Due to missing baseline information, 
employment data are not available for 13 sample members.
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program and control 
groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control group standard 
deviation).
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85 percent of mothers were employed, and about 90 percent of households had either a mother 
or a father employed during the follow-up period (Appendix Table F.1). These rates are some-
what higher than anticipated, given that the program was intended to target families who had 
employment needs. However, Enhanced EHS was designed both to help parents who were not 
employed find employment and to help parents who were employed retain their positions and 
find higher-quality jobs. Indeed, the center-based program specifically targeted low-income, 
working parents, as employment was a requirement for the program, and many families in the 
home-based program were two-parent families in which one parent was working.7  
Survey-Reported Employment, Job Characteristics, and Income 
 Among the full sample, Enhanced EHS had almost no statistically sig-
nificant impacts on mothers’ self-reported employment and job charac-
teristics. 
Table 5.2 presents the impacts of Enhanced EHS on mothers’ self-reported employment, 
fathers’ employment (as reported by the mothers), and mothers’ job characteristics as captured 
by the 18-month survey.8 These results closely match the NDNH unemployment insurance data 
reported above. The survey data show no significant impacts on employment; about 87 percent 
of mothers in both groups indicated that they had been employed since random assignment, and 
about 65 percent were working at the time of the survey. For both groups, the longest amount of 
time that the mothers spent continuously working in one job was about 10 months, on average. 
There were also no significant impacts on fathers’ employment; about half the mothers reported 
that they had a spouse or partner who had worked since random assignment, and just over 40 
percent had a spouse or partner who was working at the time of the survey.9  
Although there were no overall impacts on employment, it was hypothesized that since 
the self-sufficiency enhancements were designed not just to help unemployed parents become 
employed but also to help employed parents gain better employment, Enhanced EHS might 
improve the job characteristics of participants. For example, some parents may have worked in 
jobs that did not have health insurance or that had work hours that changed from week to week. 
Self-sufficiency coordinators and frontline staff may have helped those parents obtain positions
                                                          
7To be eligible for Enhanced EHS in these two program sites, families had to have an income that was at 
or below the federal poverty level, except that up to 10 percent of cases could be included if the child or family 
had special needs. To apply for and keep a center-based slot, families had to have at least one working parent.  
8The survey was conducted with only one parent from each family. In two-parent cases, the mother was 
targeted as the survey respondent; 97 percent of respondents are the mother or female guardian.  
9At the time of the survey, 54 percent of program group mothers and 53 percent of control group mothers 
(not a statistically significant difference) reported that they were living with a spouse or partner. This person 
may not be the same spouse or partner who was identified at baseline as the second parent. The analysis of 
fathers’ employment includes zeroes for those who did not have a spouse or partner.  
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Program Control Difference Effect
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
Mothers' employmentb
Ever worked for pay since random assignment (%) 87.5 86.8 0.7 0.02 0.821
Working for pay at time of survey (%) 63.4 64.4 -1.0 -0.02 0.814
Longest job spell since random assignment (months) 10.1 10.9 -0.8 -0.11 0.203
Fathers' employmentc (%)
Ever worked for pay since random assignment 49.9 49.0 0.9 0.02 0.830
Working for pay at time of survey 41.7 41.0 0.7 0.01 0.861
Characteristics of mothers' jobb
Hours worked per weekd 20.9 21.8 -0.9 -0.05 0.572
Not working (%) 36.6 35.6 1.0 0.02 0.814
Working part time (%) 16.5 17.0 -0.5 -0.01 0.890
Working full time (%) 46.9 47.2 -0.4 -0.01 0.937
Earnings per week ($) 178 207 -29 -0.14 0.104
Hourly wage ($) 5.41 5.99 -0.58 -0.11 0.209
Average hourly wage, among those employed ($) 8.54 9.44 -0.90
Receiving any benefits (%) 38.3 43.7 -5.4 -0.11 0.220
Sick days with full pay (%) 21.1 25.8 -4.7 -0.11 0.216
Paid vacation (%) 26.9 30.6 -3.7 -0.08 0.364
Receiving or offered health care coverage (%) 35.0 39.4 -4.4 -0.09 0.313
Work and family interference (scale of 1-5)
Perceived spillover from family to work 2.0 2.4 -0.4 ** -0.20 0.036
Perceived workplace flexibility 8.6 8.2 0.4 0.10 0.287
Sample size (total = 491) 242 249
(continued)
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 5.2
Impacts on Characteristics of Current Job
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
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with fringe benefits or with consistent work hours. Thus, even though there were no impacts on 
employment, Enhanced EHS could have led to impacts on job characteristics.  
The third panel of Table 5.2 shows impacts on mothers’ job characteristics at the time 
of the survey.10 The results indicate that Enhanced EHS had little effect on mothers’ job charac-
teristics. There were no significant impacts on hours worked per week (about 21 hours) or on 
working full time versus part time; about 50 percent of mothers in both groups were working 
full time, defined as at least 30 hours per week, while about 17 percent were working part time. 
The program also does not appear to have affected mothers’ hourly wages. Yet it may have 
helped mothers better balance the responsibilities of family and work, as the program group 
mothers reported having fewer problems with family responsibilities affecting their work,11 
                                                          
10An analysis (not shown) of impacts on job characteristics that includes both the current job and the most 
recent job –– for those not currently working –– shows a similar pattern of results. Zeroes are included for 
those who were not employed at the time of the survey. 
11The perceived spillover scale includes three items, ranging from 0 (“never”) to 4 (“always”), which 
asked respondents (1) how often family life disrupted their ability to go to work, (2) how often the availability 
of affordable or reliable transportation interfered with their ability to go to work, and (3) how often the 
availability of affordable or reliable child care interfered with their ability to go to work. The scale is a sum of 
the three items. 
Table 5.2 (continued)
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from responses to the 18-month survey.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; and * = 10 
percent. The significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in concluding that 
there is a difference between research groups for the variable in question.       
Results in this table are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics.  
The measure shown in italic type is considered nonexperimental and is not tested for statistical significance.
Dollar values include zeroes for sample members who were not employed, unless otherwise noted.
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program and 
control groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control group standard 
deviation).
bAbout 97 percent of survey respondents are female. This measure includes responses for some males (2.6 
percent of cases) and may include responses from female guardians who were not the child's biological mother.
cAbout 54 percent of program group mothers and 53 percent of control group mothers (not a statistically 
significant difference) reported that they lived with a spouse of partner at the time of the survey. This spouse or 
partner may not be the same person identified at baseline as the second parent. Two-parent cases (those with a 
second parent at baseline) may not have a spouse or a partner present at the time of the survey, and one-parent 
cases (those with only one parent at baseline) may have a spouse or partner present at the time of the survey. 
The analysis of fathers' employment includes zeros if there is no spouse or partner present. 
dThis is based on the number of hours worked per week. Fewer than 30 hours is considered part time, and 30 
hours or more is considered full time.
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though the number of significant impacts identified here is also few enough that this one 
significant impact could be a product of chance.  
 Among the full sample, Enhanced EHS had no statistically significant 
impacts on sources of household income, amount of individual or house-
hold income, or poverty. 
Table 5.3 shows other measures of families’ economic well-being, including income, 
income source, and poverty outcomes captured by the 18-month survey. Not surprisingly, given 
that there were no impacts on employment or earnings, there were no impacts on any of these 
measures. For both groups, nearly 90 percent of mothers reported having income from either 
their own earnings or the earnings of someone else in their household in the month prior to the 
survey. During that time, however, about 50 percent of households were in poverty,12 and over 
60 percent received public assistance, mostly as food stamp payments. Total household monthly 
income was less than $2,000 for both groups, with mothers earning about 58 percent of their 
household’s income, on average. 
Subgroup Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Income, by 
Child’s Age 
The impacts of Enhanced EHS on parental employment and job characteristics may 
vary by the age of the focal child when families entered the study. Mothers may make different 
employment decisions while their children are infants (younger than 12 months) than they do 
when their children are toddlers (12 months or older), and results presented in preceding 
chapters –– showing subgroup differences in impacts on program participation, service receipt, 
and child care –– suggest that employment impacts may also differ by the child’s age at random 
assignment.  
This section presents the results of a subgroup analysis examining employment-related 
impacts by the age of the focal child at random assignment.13 The impacts of Enhanced EHS 
among families with infants are compared with the impacts among families with toddlers. 
Again, these subgroup results should be taken with caution because the sample sizes are small; 
the NDNH analysis includes 270 families with infants and 327 families with toddlers, and the 
survey analysis includes 222 respondents with infants and 269 respondents with toddlers.  
                                                          
12This estimate of poverty is not an official measure but is based on available data. It was calculated only 
for those respondents (total = 467) who reported a household income as well as the number of people in the 
household.  
13Two other subgroup analyses were conducted: impacts examined by program site and by whether the 
family had two parents or one at random assignment. Neither analysis shows a pattern of subgroup differences 
(Appendix F). 
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Program Control Difference Effect
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
Household income
Income source (%):
Earnings 89.0 88.6 0.4 0.01 0.880
Child support 21.6 20.3 1.3 0.03 0.721
Public assistance 63.5 58.0 5.4 0.11 0.217
Cash assistance 17.5 18.4 -0.9 -0.02 0.791
Food stamps 56.5 51.1 5.4 0.11 0.226
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) or 
disability income 15.8 18.8 -3.0 -0.08 0.391
Total maternal income in prior monthb ($) 950 977 -27 -0.04 0.673
Total household income in prior month ($) 1,924 1,983 -60 -0.05 0.606
Percentage of household income from motherb 58.4 56.6 1.8 0.05 0.576
Does not know household income (%) 3.9 5.8 -1.9 -0.09 0.350
Poverty statusc
Below federal poverty level (%) 50.2 50.9 -0.7 -0.01 0.873
Sample size (total = 178) 242 249
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 5.3
Impacts on Household Income and Poverty Status
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from responses to the 18-month survey.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; and * 
= 10 percent. The significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in 
concluding that there is a difference between research groups for the variable in question. 
Results in this table are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics.  
Dollar values include zeroes for sample members who had no income, were not employed, or were 
not receiving child support or public assistance. 
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program 
and control groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control 
group standard deviation).
bAbout 97 percent of survey respondents are female. This measure includes responses for some 
males (2.6 percent of cases) and may include responses from female guardians who were not the 
child's biological mother.
cThe poverty measure was calculated only for those respondents who reported a household income 
and the number of people in their household (total = 467). This is an estimate of poverty based on 
available data; it is not an official poverty measure.
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 The positive impacts of Enhanced EHS on earnings and job characteris-
tics may be more evident among families with infants than among fami-
lies with toddlers.  
The results of the subgroup analysis by child’s age suggest that the positive impacts of 
Enhanced EHS on earnings and job characteristics may be more evident among families with 
infants. First, as shown in Table 5.4, although there were no impacts on mothers’ employment, 
the program may have increased earnings late in the follow-up period among families with 
infants. In Quarter 6, program group mothers with infants earned about $500 more than their 
control group counterparts. Similarly, the positive impacts of the program on job characteristics 
may be more evident for the infant group. The third panel of Table 5.5 shows a positive impact 
of about 5 hours of work per week and an increase of about 14 percentage points on working 
full time among mothers with infants. In addition, program group mothers with infants were 
more likely to be receiving or to have been offered health care coverage with their jobs (44 
percent, compared with 31 percent). Finally, Table 5.6 shows that there may have been a 
positive impact on the receipt of income from earnings.  
In contrast to the impacts among families with infants, the impacts among families with 
toddlers appear to be less positive. As shown in Table 5.4, late in the follow-up period, the 
impact on earnings was negative among families with toddlers (and significantly different from 
the impact among families with infants). The impacts on job characteristics may also have been 
less positive among families with toddlers. The third panel of Table 5.5 shows a negative 
impact on hours of work per week and a negative impact on working full time among mothers 
with toddlers, compared with the positive impacts among mothers with infants. In addition, 
program group mothers with toddlers were less likely to receive health care or other benefits 
than their control group counterparts. In each of these cases, the impacts are significantly 
different between the two subgroups defined by child’s age.  
It is not entirely clear why Enhanced EHS might be more positive for families with in-
fants than for families with toddlers. Given the small size of the subgroups, it may be that these 
significant differences arose by chance, and so caution should be used when interpreting these 
results. It is possible that the positive impacts on employment and job characteristics are more 
evident among families with infants because these families were engaged in Enhanced EHS for 
longer periods of time than families with toddlers (Chapter 2). Program group families with 
infants and pregnant women at study entry were also more likely than program group families 
with toddlers to receive home-based services, which provided more frequent opportunities for 
program staff to discuss employment, educational, and self-sufficiency issues with parents.  
Furthermore, because families with toddlers at study entry were more likely to age out 
of their eligibility for Enhanced EHS over the course of the 18-month follow-up period than
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families with infants and pregnant women at study entry,14 it is possible that recent or upcoming 
transitions out of Enhanced EHS for families with toddlers might drive the negative impacts of 
the program on parental earnings for this subgroup. For example, parents might make adjust-
ments in their work behaviors by cutting back the work hours or taking jobs that are less 
demanding (and have fewer benefits) but offer greater work-family flexibility to accommodate 
the use of a new child care arrangement when children transition out of Enhanced EHS. These 
findings are in line with recent ethnographic research, which suggests that some low-income 
parents –– particularly those who are single parents –– seek out low-paying jobs with part-time 
or flexible work hours because such jobs allow them to tend to family emergencies and respon-
sibilities as needed.15  
Lastly, it could be that the provision of EHS care, as a free or low-cost child care op-
tion, has differential implications for mothers’ work decisions and behaviors, depending on the 
age of the focal child. As described in Chapter 4, Enhanced EHS led to differential impacts on 
infants’ and toddlers’ child care experiences, with an increase in the use of formal care among 
families with infants and a shift from other formal care to Early Head Start or Head Start 
(EHS/HS) care among families with toddlers. This suggests that, for families with infants, 
Enhanced EHS increased access to formal care, which may have made it easier for mothers to 
work more hours or to seek full-time employment with benefits. For families with toddlers, 
Enhanced EHS may have lowered the cost of child care, since EHS care is free or low-cost. If 
so, this may have made it easier for mothers to reduce their work hours or to make employment 
decisions that were based on factors other than pay, such as flexibility of hours or proximity to 
home. In the end, however, it is not entirely clear why these results were found.  
Summary of Impacts on Employment, Earnings, and Income 
Among the full study sample, Enhanced EHS produced almost no significant impacts 
on measures of employment, earnings, job characteristics, or income. There are several possible 
explanations for the lack of employment impacts for the full sample. First, due to several 
implementation challenges, there was a lesser focus on the self-sufficiency components of the 
                                                          
14As discussed in Chapter 2, just over half the families who were assigned to the program group exited 
Enhanced EHS within the first 18 months following random assignment. In one-quarter of these cases, the 
families transitioned to the Head Start (HS) program. The remaining cases exited the program for a variety of 
reasons, including lack of participation, the family’s choosing to withdraw, moving to an area outside the 
program’s coverage area, and unknown reasons. These cases were more likely to be influenced by disruptions 
in child care as a consequence of the child’s transitioning out of Enhanced EHS. In contrast, the transition from 
Enhanced EHS to HS was fairly seamless from the perspective of families and children participating in 
Enhanced EHS; children typically did not experience a change in home visitors or in EHS/HS center-based 
care providers when they transitioned to traditional Head Start provided by the two participating programs.  
15Yoshikawa, Weisner, and Lowe (2006). 
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two programs than had been expected, and they may not have been strong enough to produce 
impacts. Second, given that the rate of employment was already high among the study sample, 
it is possible that the programs did not serve a population with a sufficiently strong need for or 
interest in employment services, making it difficult to produce an impact. Yet it was expected 
that at least some parents would be working, though low-income, especially since those using 
EHS center-based child care services were required to be working or furthering their education 
and the programs were designed not only to help participants obtain jobs but also to improve the 
employment circumstances and job retention of those who were working. This result also is not 
reflected in the impacts. Finally, these programs may have been operating in a relatively 
service-rich environment, in which control group members were able to access similar services 
elsewhere. As shown in Chapter 3, nearly three-quarters of the control group received family 
development or child-focused services in the community, and there were no significant impacts 
on participation in employment- and education-related activities.  
There is some evidence that Enhanced EHS may have led to a different pattern of im-
pacts among families with infants than among families with toddlers, although these findings 
should be taken with caution because of the small size of the subgroup samples. The program 
appears to have had more positive impacts on earnings and job characteristics among parents 
with an infant or who were still pregnant at baseline than among parents with toddlers at 
baseline. The reasons for these results are not entirely clear. This story is still unfolding, and it is 
important to examine impacts over the full follow-up period, which is 12 quarters.  
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Chapter 6 
Impacts on Parenting Practices, 
Parental Psychological Well-Being,  
and Child Outcomes 
Two Early Head Start (EHS) programs in Kansas and Missouri enhanced their tradi-
tional services by offering employment and education assistance to parents, with the goal of 
improving families’ economic circumstances and self-sufficiency in order to improve children’s 
development. Part of the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration and Evaluation Project, this study 
randomly assigned families in these two sites either to the Enhanced EHS program group, 
which could receive home-based or center-based services, or to the control group, which could 
not access Enhanced EHS or traditional EHS from the two programs but could seek alternative 
services available in the community. 
This chapter focuses on the impacts of Enhanced EHS on parenting practices, parental 
psychological well-being, and outcomes measuring child development. Enhanced EHS was 
designed to benefit children’s physical health and cognitive, language, social, and behavioral 
development directly and indirectly through changes in parenting practices and parental 
psychological well-being, as well as through the provision of EHS child care. As such, the 
program could result in both psychological benefits for parents and more positive parenting, 
such as use of more effective disciplinary strategies, more emotionally supportive parent-child 
relations, and increased engagement in more social play and cognitively stimulating activities 
with the child at home.  
This chapter first presents the impacts of Enhanced EHS on parenting practices and on 
parental psychological well-being. That is followed by the program’s impacts on measures of 
child development and well-being. For each domain of outcomes, first the impacts for the full 
research sample are presented, followed by how the impacts of might differ for subgroups of 
families with infants (younger than 12 months) and families with toddlers (12 months or older) 
at the time they entered the study. These subgroup results should be interpreted with caution, 
however, because of the small size of the research samples. 
Full-Sample Impacts on Parenting Practices and Parental 
Psychological Well-Being 
Box 6.1 describes the measures of parenting practices and parental psychological well-
being that were collected by the 18-month survey of parents.  
96 
Box 6.1 
Measures of Parenting Practices and Parental Psychological Well-Being  
Data about parenting practices and parental psychological well-being were collected by 
the 18-month survey of parents. 
Parenting warmth. A single item on the 18-month survey asked parents how often they 
showed physical affection to, hugged, or kissed the focal child in the past month. Re-
sponses were recorded on a 6-point scale ranging from “more than once a day” to “not at 
all” and were used to create a measure of whether parents reported showing physical af-
fection, on average, at least once a day or less frequently. 
Social play and cognitive stimulation. Parental engagement in activities that can stimu-
late children’s cognitive and language development was measured using a composite 
scale of six items. Parents were asked how often they engaged in the following cognitive-
stimulating and social play activities with the focal child: playing with toys, singing songs 
or nursery rhymes, dancing, reading or telling stories, and going to the park. Responses 
were recorded on a 6-point scale ranging from “more than once a day” to “not at all” and 
were used to create a measure of whether parents reported engaging in these activities, on 
average, at least once a day or less frequently. 
Discipline strategies. To assess the severity of parents’ disciplinary strategies, the survey 
asked them how they would handle two common situations involving child misbehavior: 
throwing a temper tantrum in public and playing with breakable things. Parents provided 
open-ended responses that were coded for the degree of harshness of the disciplinary 
strategy, on a scale from 1 (“mild”) to 5 (“harsh”). These data were then used to create a 
binary outcome indicating whether parents used only mild disciplinary techniques (for 
example, preventing the situation, distracting the child, removing the child or object, talk-
ing to the child or explaining the issue, ignoring the behavior, putting the child in a time-
out, sending the child to his or her room, threatening to take away treats or threatening a 
time-out, or telling the child “no”).† 
Spanked child in past week. Parents were asked whether they had spanked the focal 
child in the past week because the child was misbehaving or acting up. 
Parenting stress. Parenting-specific stress was measured by a composite scale of the 
average of seven items assessing the degree of difficulty they experienced in caring for 
the focal child. Examples of these items include “feeling trapped by your responsibili-
ties as a parent” and “having focal child has caused more problems than you expected in 
your interpersonal relationship.” Responses were coded on a 5-point scale ranging from 
“strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” The internal consistency for the composite 
scale is 0.65.‡ 
(continued) 
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Impacts on Parenting Practices  
In general, low-income parents have been found to provide home environments that are 
less cognitively stimulating than those provided by more economically advantaged parents.1 
Low-income parents also tend to exhibit lower levels of emotional support for their children and 
more punitive and inconsistent discipline than higher-income parents.2 Enhanced EHS is 
expected to improve a broad range of parenting practices through education aimed at modeling 
and teaching parents developmentally appropriate practices and providing parents with informa-
tion about young children’s developmental norms and milestones (Chapter 2).  
 Among the full sample, Enhanced EHS had no significant impacts on 
parents’ warmth, engagement in social play and cognitively stimulating 
activities, or use of punitive disciplinary strategies with their children.3 
The first panel of Table 6.1 shows the impacts of the program on parents’ involvement 
and engagement with their children –– that is, the frequency of parenting warmth and engage-
ment in social play and cognitively stimulating activities –– among the full research sample.
                                                          
1Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, and Liaw (1995); Watson, Kirby, Kelleher, and Bradley (1996). 
2McLoyd (1990). 
3As is true with all applications to EHS, families identify a particular child who is up to age 3 or during the 
prenatal period and who will be enrolled in the program. In this study’s 18-month parent survey and direct 
child assessments, this child is identified as the focal child who is the target of program services and is the 
focus of all questions related to child care and early educational experiences, parenting practices, and child 
development and well-being. 
Box 6.1 (continued) 
Parental psychological distress. To assess parental psychological distress, the K6 
Mental Health Screening Tool was used to ask parents about how often they expe-
rienced symptoms of depression and anxiety during the month prior to the interview. 
Responses were coded on a 5-point scale ranging from “none of the time” to “all of 
the time” and were summed to create a composite measure of parental psychological 
distress on a scale from 1 to 25. The internal consistency for the composite scale is 
0.78.§ 
_______________ 
NOTES: Early Head Start Research and Evaluation Project (U.S. Department of Health and Hu-
man Services, Administration for Children and Families, 2002). 
†Infant Health and Development Project (Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, Liaw, and Spiker, 1993). 
‡Parenting Stress Index — Short Form (Abidin, 1995). 
§K6 Mental Health Screening Tool (Kessler et al., 2003). 
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Analyses indicate that the program had no overall impact on the extent to which parents 
showed warmth or engaged in social play and cognitively stimulating activities with their 
children. Over 98 percent of parents in both the program and the control group families reported 
being warm and affectionate with their child at least once a day. Yet there was no impact on this 
outcome, even though the program was hypothesized to positively affect the degree to which 
parents engaged in social play and cognitively stimulating activities with their children. A little 
Program Control Difference Effect
 Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
Parental involvement and engagement (%)
Frequency of parenting warmth:
At least once a day 98.2 98.5 -0.2 -0.02 0.839
Frequency of social play and cognitive stimulation:
At least once a day 59.4 54.2 5.2 0.11 0.245
Disciplinary strategies
Percentage of parents who suggest using only mild
disciplinary strategies in hypothetical situations 86.4 82.4 4.0 0.11 0.240
Percentage of parents who spanked their child in past week 33.9 31.8 2.0 0.04 0.639
Parental psychological well-being
Parenting stress and aggravation 1.5 1.5 0.0 -0.02 0.851
Parental psychological distress 5.1 4.6 0.5 0.13 0.146
242 249Sample size (total = 491)
Outcome
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 6.1
Impacts on Parenting Practices and Parental Psychological Well-being
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
SOURCE: MDRC calculations based on responses to the 18-month survey. 
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
The significance level indicates the probability that one would incorrectly conclude that a difference exists 
between research groups for the corresponding variable.
Results in this table are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics. 
Outcomes in this table are defined in Box 6.1.
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program and control 
groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control group standard 
deviation).
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over half the parents in program and control group families reported engaging in social play and 
cognitively stimulating activities with their children on a daily basis.  
The second panel of Table 6.1 shows the full-sample impacts of Enhanced EHS on par-
ents’ disciplinary strategies. Continuing the pattern of statistically nonsignificant impacts for the 
full research sample, the program did not have an overall impact on disciplinary strategies. It 
did not affect the types of strategies that parents offered when asked to describe how they would 
discipline their child in a hypothetical situation when the child is misbehaving (for example, 
throwing a temper tantrum or playing with a breakable object), and it did not reduce whether 
parents ever reported spanking their child in the week prior to the 18-month follow-up inter-
view. Roughly 32 percent of control group parents said that they had spanked their child in the 
past week, and this percentage is similar (34 percent) among parents in the program group. This 
rate of spanking is not especially high among low-income parents with very young children, 
and it is in line with prior research.4  
Impacts on Parental Psychological Well-Being 
As discussed above, the expectation was that Enhanced EHS would benefit parents 
psychologically by directly supporting them and by providing EHS mental health services 
(described in Chapter 2).  
 Among the full sample, Enhanced EHS had no discernable impact on 
parenting-specific stress or on overall parental psychological distress. 
The bottom panel of Table 6.1 shows the impacts on two key indicators of parental psy-
chological well-being. The program had no discernable impact on parenting-specific stress or 
on parental psychological distress. Overall, among the full research sample, it appears that the 
program had no reliable impacts on parenting practices or parental psychological well-being.  
Subgroup Impacts on Parenting Practices and Parental 
Psychological Well-Being, by Child’s Age5 
Although Enhanced EHS appears to have had limited effects on parenting and related 
outcomes among the full research sample, it is important to examine whether the impacts of the 
program might have varied for families with children of different ages, for a number of reasons. 
First, it may be that families who enrolled in Enhanced EHS when mothers were pregnant or 
                                                          
4U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002). 
5The impacts on parenting practices and parental psychological well-being for subgroups defined by pro-
gram site and by the number of parents in the household at random assignment were also explored and are 
shown in Appendix G. 
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when their children were infants (younger than 12 months) may have been enrolled in the 
program for longer periods of time than families who enrolled when their children were toddlers 
(12 months or older). Second, prior evaluations of family development and child-focused 
programs suggest that early intervention can be better than later intervention and might maxi-
mize a program’s effectiveness for changing parenting behaviors.6 Lastly, as shown in preced-
ing chapters, it appears that Enhanced EHS had differential patterns of impacts on a spectrum of 
parental employment and child care outcomes for subgroups defined by the child’s age. This 
suggests that there might be evidence of differential effects on parenting practices and parental 
psychological well-being for families with infants and for those with toddlers at study entry. 
Again, however, subgroup results should be interpreted with caution because of the small size 
of the samples. 
 Among families with infants, the program had a cluster of positive im-
pacts on parenting warmth and parenting-specific stress. In contrast, it 
increased parental psychological distress among families with toddlers. 
Table 6.2 shows the program’s impacts on these outcomes separately for families with 
infants and for families with toddlers. In general, the results suggest that the program had fairly 
limited effects on measures of parenting practices and parental psychological well-being. 
However, the analyses indicate a clustering of positive effects across several of these parenting 
outcomes among families with infants at baseline. These findings are in line with expectations 
that it might be more advantageous to enroll families in family- and child-focused services 
while mothers are pregnant or soon after their children are born. This pattern of findings may 
also reflect that the programs were more successful at engaging the families who had infants 
and pregnant women at study entry; they participated in Enhanced EHS at higher rates and for 
longer periods of time –– particularly in home-based services –– than families who had toddlers 
at study entry. 
As shown in the first panel of Table 6.2, the program had a small positive impact on pa-
rental warmth among families with infants, whereas it had no significant impact on this aspect 
of parent-child interactions among families with toddlers. Among the control group families 
with infants, 97 percent of parents reported being warm and affectionate with their child on a 
daily basis, compared with 100 percent of parents in the program group. The effect size of this 
impact is modest in magnitude. For the subgroups of families defined by the child’s age, 
however, the program had no significant impact on the frequency of parents’ engagement in 
social play and cognitively stimulating activities with their children.  
                                                          
6U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002); 
Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, Liaw, and Spiker (1993). 
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Similarly, the program appears to have slightly increased the percentage of parents 
with infants who reported using only mild disciplinary strategies, though this impact falls just 
below significance levels (Table 6.2). In the control group, 77 percent of parents with infants 
reported using mild disciplinary strategies when their child might be misbehaving, compared 
with 86 percent of program group parents with infants. At the same time, there were no 
significant impacts on the percentage of parents who reported spanking their children, whether 
infants or toddlers.  
The bottom panel of Table 6.2 shows the program’s impacts on parenting-specific stress 
and parental psychological distress. The findings highlight a contrasting pattern of effects on 
indicators of parental psychological well-being, depending on the age of the child at study entry. 
It appears that the program modestly reduced parenting stress among families with infants, 
whereas it had no impact on this outcome among families with toddlers. In contrast, the pro-
gram had no impacts on the levels of parenting-specific stress, but it led to modest increases in 
parental psychological distress among families with toddlers.  
Taken together, the findings suggest that, overall, Enhanced EHS has limited effects 
on parenting practices and parental psychological well-being. Yet the pattern of impacts also 
suggests that the program’s scattered beneficial effects on these outcomes may be more 
evident among families who enter the program when their children are infants or the mothers 
are pregnant.  
Summary of Impacts on Parenting Practices and Parental 
Psychological Well-Being 
Though the Enhanced EHS program’s theory of change envisions broader impacts on 
parenting, parent-child relations, and parental psychological well-being –– regardless of the 
child’s age –– these positive impacts are not evident among the full sample in this study. The 
clustering of significant impacts among parents with infants at random assignment could have 
occurred because these families were engaged in the program for longer periods of time than 
families who had toddlers at random assignment, in part because they were less likely to age out 
of eligibility for Enhanced EHS over the study’s follow-up period. Compared with program 
group families with toddlers at study entry, families with infants and pregnant women in the 
program group were also more likely to be engaged in Enhanced EHS home-based services, 
which tended to provide more opportunities than center-based services did for program staff to 
discuss parenting issues with participating families.  
The pattern of findings might also suggest that there may be salient points of interven-
tion either before or immediately after the birth of the child when the program’s beneficial 
impacts on family functioning and parenting practices are most likely to be realized. It may be 
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that once parenting practices are established, it can be difficult to alter patterns in parent-child 
interactions.7 Thus, intervening and teaching parents developmentally appropriate parenting 
strategies and addressing their mental health needs while their children are still newborns and 
infants appears to be an important component of setting a positive path for family functioning 
and parent-child relations.  
At the same time, it may be that the clustering of positive program impacts on parenting 
and parental psychological outcomes among families with infants at study entry is linked to the 
impacts on parents’ work hours, earnings, and securing stable child care and jobs with benefits 
and more flexible environments (Chapters 4 and 5). To the extent that programs are able to 
assist pregnant women and parents with newborns or infants in achieving stable, high-quality 
employment and child care, this may confer psychological benefits for parents, in turn enabling 
them to engage in warm and nurturing interactions with their children and to use less harsh 
disciplinary techniques.8  
In contrast, the impacts on employment may have contributed to the negative impacts 
on parental psychological distress among families with toddlers at study entry. The pattern of 
impacts on employment and job characteristics (Chapter 5) indicates that program group parents 
with toddlers might have opted to take jobs that required fewer hours, were lower paying, and 
offered fewer benefits. At the same time, program group parents with toddlers perceived to a 
lesser degree that their family lives interfered with their ability to work. Recent ethnographic 
research suggests that some low-income parents –– particularly single parents –– seek out jobs 
with part-time or flexible work hours, which tend to pay less, in part because such jobs allow 
them to tend to family emergencies and responsibilities as needed.9 Thus, one could posit that 
the parents with toddlers were making an effort to balance the demands of work and family life 
by opting to take jobs that were less demanding and, consequently, less rewarding. Even so, 
there is evidence to suggest that this kind of low-wage work can be psychologically stressful10 
and may be one reason why the program appears to have increased parental psychological 
distress among families with toddlers at study entry. 
Full-Sample Impacts on Child Outcomes 
This section presents impacts on children’s language, cognitive, and social and emotion-
al development, as well as health and disability outcomes. Box 6.2 describes these outcomes,
                                                          
7Patterson (1982). 
8Downey and Coyne (1990). 
9Yoshikawa, Weisner, and Lowe (2006). 
10Menaghan and Parcel (1995). 
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Box 6.2 
Measures of Child Outcomes 
Data about children’s language, cognitive, social and emotional development, and 
health and disability outcomes were collected primarily at the 18-month follow-up 
through direct assessments of children’s functioning. This information was supple-
mented by parent reports of children’s development and well-being on the 18-month 
follow-up survey. 
Verbal comprehension was measured for focal children who were 24 months old or 
older at the 18-month follow-up, using the receptive language subscale of the Reynell 
Developmental Language Scales. For the impact analysis, children’s raw scores are 
converted into percentile scores, which were created by comparing the focal child’s 
score with norms for his or her chronological age group.  
Early reading and math skills were measured for focal children who were 24 
months old or older at the 18-month follow-up, using the Letter-Word Identification 
and Applied Problems subtests of the Woodcock-Johnson III-R, respectively. Because 
standardized norms on scores are not available for children younger than age 3, im-
pacts are examined using children’s raw scores on each of these subtests. 
Behavioral regulation was measured by two direct child assessments for focal chil-
dren who were 24 months or older at the 18-month follow-up. From the scores of the 
tasks described below, a composite measure of behavioral regulation was created, 
based on whether the child successfully slowed down during none, one, or two of the 
tasks. These direct child assessments and measurement methods have been commonly 
used in prior research.†  
 Drawing circles task. The child was asked to draw circles at varying speeds. The 
measurement method is the difference in seconds between the child’s slow and 
fast trials.  
 Walk-a-line task. The child was asked to walk a line once and then was directed 
to walk the same line two more times, slowly. The measurement method is the dif-
ference in seconds between the child’s slow and regular or baseline trials.  
Delay of gratification/impulse control was measured with a single direct assess-
ment: the gift wrap task asked the child to wait and not to peek while the interviewer 
noisily pretended to wrap a “gift.” The measurement method is latency to first peek, 
in seconds, during the waiting period. This measurement approach has been used in 
prior research using self-regulation tasks.‡ 
Total social and emotional problems and competencies of children who were younger 
than 36 months at the 18-month follow-up were measured via parent reports, using the 
subscales of the Brief Infant and Toddler Social and Emotional Assessment (BITSEA).§ 
(continued) 
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which were measured through direct assessments of children’s functioning at the 18-month 
follow-up and by parent reports of children’s development and well-being as captured by the 
18-month survey.  
Given the findings that Enhanced EHS generally had limited impacts on parents’ em-
ployment, engagement in educational activities, parenting, and psychological well-being but 
that it was effective at promoting the use of formal child care overall –– and of Early Head Start 
or Head Start (EHS/HS) care in particular –– it is unclear whether the program will have notable 
impacts on the well-being of children in the full research sample at the 18-month follow-up. It 
might be that the provision of EHS care benefits children’s development. In contrast, the lack of 
significant findings on aspects of parenting and related outcomes and on employment, educa-
tion, and economic outcomes could diminish the program’s potential positive impacts on 
children’s development and well-being. These possibilities are explored in this section. 
 Among the full research sample, Enhanced EHS had limited impacts on 
children’s cognitive, language, social and emotional, and physical health, 
except that the program increased children’s abilities to regulate their 
behaviors. 
The top panel of Table 6.3 summarizes the full-sample impacts of Enhanced EHS on 
children’s language, cognitive, and social and emotional outcomes. There is limited evidence to 
suggest that the program affected children’s development across these domains, except for one 
significant impact in the area of behavioral regulation. The program increased children’s 
abilities to regulate their behaviors. The magnitude of this impact is small: an effect size of 0.20 
standard deviation.  
Box 6.2 (continued) 
Children’s general health was assessed by a single item on the 18-month follow-up 
survey. Parents were asked to rate the focal child’s health on a 4-point scale ranging from 
“excellent” to “poor.” 
__________________________ 
NOTES: The receptive language subscale of the Reynell Developmental Language Scales was 
administered to children who were between the ages of 12 and 24 months as well. However, due to 
difficulties in administration, the scores for these children are not valid and, therefore, are not in-
cluded in the impact analysis. 
†McCabe, Hernandez, Lara, and Brooks-Gunn (2000); Murray and Kochanska (2002); Smith-
Donald, Raver, Hayes, and Richardson (2007). 
‡Smith-Donald, Raver, Hayes, and Richardson (2007). 
§Briggs-Gowan et al. (2004). 
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These collective impacts suggest that, at the time of the 18-month follow-up, the pro-
gram had little or no significant impact on developmental and well-being outcomes among 
children in the full research sample. It may be that increasing families’ use of formal care 
overall and EHS/HS care without corresponding improvements in parents’ outcomes is not 
sufficient to generate positive impacts on the domains of child outcomes that were examined. 
Additionally, it may take time for the program’s impacts on children’s developmental outcomes 
to unfold, making it important to examine the impacts on these outcomes at a later follow-up. 
Program Control Difference Effect
Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
Child social and emotional outcomes
Self-regulation
Behavioral regulation 0.9 0.7 0.2 ** 0.22 0.026
Delay of gratification/impulse control 15.7 17.5 -1.8 -0.09 0.374
Total social and emotional problems 11.6 11.8 -0.2 -0.03 0.754
Total social and emotional competencies 17.6 17.4 0.2 0.09 0.321
Child language and cognitive outcomes
Verbal comprehension 26.9 29.5 -2.6 -0.09 0.382
Early reading skills 2.7 2.5 0.1 0.05 0.565
Early math skills 4.0 3.5 0.4 0.10 0.246
Child health outcomes
General health status:
Excellent (%) 42.3 43.1 -0.8 -0.02 0.866
237 244
Outcome
Sample size (total = 481)
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Table 6.3
Impacts on Child Outcomes
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
SOURCES: MDRC calculations based on responses to the 18-month survey and direct child assessments. 
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent. The significance level indicates the probability that one would incorrectly conclude that a difference 
exists between research groups for the corresponding variable.
Results in this table are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics. 
Child language, cognitive, and social and emotional outcomes in this table are defined in Box 6.2.
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program and 
control groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control group 
standard deviation).
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Subgroup Impacts on Child Outcomes, by Child’s Age 
This section explores the impacts of Enhanced EHS on children’s development and 
well-being among two subgroups defined by the child’s age at random assignment: infants 
(younger than 12 months) and toddlers (12 months or older). Caution in interpreting subgroup 
differences is again advised because there is a lack of comparability in several of the child 
outcome measures across subgroups, making it impossible to examine whether impacts differ 
significantly for infants and toddlers. The small size of the research subgroups also makes this 
discussion exploratory in nature. It is thus important to continue investigating hypotheses 
generated by this 18-month impact analysis using child outcome data collected at a later 
follow-up point. 
Table 6.4 presents the impacts on children’s development and well-being, in subgroups 
defined by the child’s age at study entry. There is some evidence of positive impacts on social, 
emotional, and self-regulation outcomes, though varying impacts by child’s age are also 
evident. The program enhanced toddlers’ self-regulatory abilities and reduced infants’ social 
and emotional problems as reported by parents in the 18-month survey. The effect sizes for both 
impacts are small and are consistent with findings from an earlier evaluation of EHS.11 As 
discussed above and in Chapters 4 and 5, the clustering of positive impacts on parents’ work 
hours, use of EHS/HS care, parenting warmth, and parenting stress may be beneficial for 
younger children’s social and emotional adjustment, and the positive impacts on the use of 
EHS/HS care may improve older children’s self-regulation.  
The program did not significantly affect cognitive and language outcomes at the 18-
month follow-up for children who were toddlers when they entered the study. However, it is 
difficult to draw conclusions about the extent to which impacts in these areas varied by child’s 
age, because measures of cognitive and language outcomes were not available for infants when 
they entered the study. These findings differ somewhat from the earlier evaluation’s findings, 
which show that EHS improved young children’s language and cognitive development.12 That 
study sample, however, includes only families with infants and pregnant women at study entry, 
making it difficult to generalize the earlier findings to this evaluation’s subgroup of families 
with toddlers.  
Even though access to high-quality center-based child care –– like the center-based care 
provided by Enhanced EHS –– is expected to enhance young children’s cognitive and language 
development, the effects may take time to evolve and may become evident at a later follow-up 
point. Also, as discussed in Chapter 4, although the program increased the overall use of 
EHS/HS care regardless of the child’s age at study entry, it appears to have encouraged the
                                                          
11U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002). 
12U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families (2002). 
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families with toddlers to trade other forms of formal care for EHS/HS care without increasing 
the overall take-up rate of formal child care for this subgroup. It could be that the type of child 
care –– notably, formal versus home-based –– is the more salient dimension of children’s care 
experiences that shapes their early development of cognitive and language skills.13 It may also 
be that the measures used to assess toddlers’ language and cognitive development may not be 
sensitive enough to detect the impacts of Enhanced EHS for this subgroup. Furthermore, any 
positive developmental benefits for children that are conferred by EHS care may be offset by 
the program-driven increases in parental psychological distress and by the negative impacts on 
employment and job quality (Chapter 5) among families with toddlers.  
Lastly, the program did not affect the physical health outcomes for children who were 
either infants or toddlers when they entered the study. As discussed in Chapter 3, high levels of 
children in the study sample received health care services and health insurance coverage, 
perhaps due in part to other policy initiatives affecting children’s health, such as the expan-
sions of State Child Health Insurance Programs since 1997. There may have been less oppor-
tunity for the program to enhance children’s receipt of health care services and their physical 
health outcomes.  
Summary of Impacts on Child Outcomes 
The pattern of impacts for the full sample and for subgroups defined by the child’s age 
suggests that the services of Enhanced EHS have fairly limited short-term impacts on children’s 
development and well-being. The program appears to have improved some aspects of children’s 
self-regulation and social and emotional adjustment, but these effects might vary somewhat by 
age. Undoubtedly, the effects of Enhanced EHS on children’s development and well-being will 
continue to unfold, making it important to assess longer-term impacts using data from a later 
follow-up point.  
                                                          
13NICHD Early Child Care Research Network (2002a, 2002b). 
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To examine the possibility of improving children’s development by improving families’ 
economic circumstances and self-sufficiency, the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration and Evalua-
tion Project is studying two traditional Early Head Start (EHS) programs in Kansas and Mis-
souri that enhanced their services by offering parents assistance with employment and educa-
tion. Families in the study were randomly assigned either to the Enhanced EHS program group 
and could receive home-based or center-based services or to the control group and could not 
access services from these two programs but could seek services available in the community. 
Appendix A assesses the reliability of the impact results from the 18-month follow-up 
data collection activities, which include a survey of parents and direct child assessments. The 
appendix examines whether the impacts for the survey respondents and for the child assessment 
respondents can be generalized to the impacts for the full research sample –– all the families 
who were randomly assigned during the sample intake period. (Box A.1 describes the research 
samples that are used in the analysis.) 
The appendix first describes the components of the 18-month data collection and how 
the fielded samples were selected. Then it discusses the overall response rates for the parent 
survey and the child assessments and how these rates might differ by research group. Next, it 
compares the two research groups (the program group and the control group) among respon-
dents to the parent survey and the child assessments. That is followed by a comparison of 
differences between respondents and nonrespondents to each of the data collection activities. 
The appendix then compares the impacts on employment and earnings –– as calculated using 
administrative records –– for the various respondent samples and for the fielded sample and/or 
the full research sample. Finally, data from the parent survey and direct child assessments are 
used to analyze the sensitivity of the impact results to nonresponse bias –– the possibility of 
differences in baseline characteristics between the respondent samples and the nonrespondent 
samples.  
This appendix concludes, with some caution, that the impact analysis for outcomes as-
sessed with the parent survey and direct child assessments is reliable and that the results for 
these respondent samples can be generalized to the full research sample. Despite some signifi-
cant differences in baseline characteristics between respondents and nonrespondents and some 
differences in baseline characteristics among respondents in the two research groups, the 
impacts on administrative measures of employment are similar for the full research sample and 
for the respondent samples. In addition, the analysis weighting for nonresponse shows that the 
impact estimates from the parent survey and direct child assessments are not highly sensitive to 
weighting for nonresponse, suggesting that the impact estimates from the respondent data can 
be generalized to the full research sample. 
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Components of the 18-Month Data Collection  
The 18-month data collection effort includes two components: a survey of parents and 
direct child assessments. The survey was used to measure service receipt, the use of child care, 
parents’ psychological well-being, parenting practices, parents’ employment and job charac-
teristics, household income, and parent-reported measures of children’s social, emotional, and 
cognitive development.  
The same interviewer conducted the child assessments directly with the focal children.1 
In most cases, the assessments occurred immediately after the parent’s survey interview, but, in 
                                                 
1As is true with all applications to EHS, families identify a particular child who is up to age 3 or during the 
prenatal period and who will be enrolled in the program. In this study’s 18-month parent survey and direct 
child assessments, this child is identified as the focal child who is the target of program services and is the 
focus of all questions related to child care and early educational experiences, parenting practices, and child 
development and well-being. 
Box A.1 
Key Analysis Samples 
Research sample: All individuals in the study who were randomly assigned during the 
sample intake period, which extended from July 2004 through December 2006.  
Parent survey fielded sample: All the sample members in the research sample, inas-
much as all were selected for the parent survey field interview.  
Parent survey respondent sample: Sample members in the fielded sample who com-
pleted the 18-month parent survey. 
Parent survey nonrespondent sample: Sample members in the fielded sample who 
were not interviewed for the parent survey because they were not located, refused to be 
interviewed, or had other reasons for not participating. 
Child assessment fielded sample: Sample members in the research sample whose chil-
dren were at least 6 months old at random assignment.  
Child assessment respondent sample: Members of the child assessment fielded sample 
who completed at least one child assessment. 
Child assessment nonrespondent sample: Members of the child assessment fielded sam-
ple who did not complete a child assessment because the child was not available or they 
were not located, refused to be interviewed, or had other reasons for not participating. 
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some cases –– because of time constraints, children’s availability, or a child’s inability to 
participate because of tiredness or sickness –– the assessments were conducted at a later date or 
not at all. The assessments included self-regulation tasks, such as a drawing circles task, a walk-
the-line task, and a gift wrap activity; the broad math and reading subtests of the Woodcock-
Johnson III-R; and a subscale of the Reynell Developmental Language Scales. For a detailed 
description of these assessments, see Box 6.2 in Chapter 6. 
Selection of the Fielded Sample 
The full research sample for this study includes 610 families who were randomly as-
signed in equal numbers to the program and control groups from July 2004 to December 2006. 
The parent survey fielded sample –– those who were selected to be interviewed –– reflects the 
entire research sample.  
Child assessments were conducted only of children who were 24 months old or older. 
Only those who were at least 6 months old at random assignment (and, therefore, were at least 
24 months old at the follow-up 18 months later) could be included in the child assessment 
fielded sample, which includes 434 children.  
Response Rates 
From the parent survey fielded sample, parents who were interviewed for the 18-
month survey are referred to as “parent survey respondents,” or the parent survey respondent 
sample, while parents who were not interviewed are referred to as “parent survey nonrespon-
dents,” or the parent survey nonrespondent sample. A total of 491 sample members, or 81 
percent of the parent survey fielded sample, completed the parent survey. Seventy-nine percent 
of the program group fielded sample (total = 242) and 82 percent of the control group fielded 
sample (total = 249) completed the survey. These response rates do not differ significantly 
across the research groups. 
From the child assessment fielded sample, children who completed at least one child 
assessment are referred to as “child assessment respondents,” or the child assessment respon-
dent sample, while families with children who were not interviewed are referred to as “child 
assessment nonrespondents,” or the child assessment nonrespondent sample. All families who 
completed a child assessment also responded to the parent survey. A total of 315 families, or 73 
percent of the child assessment fielded sample, had focal children who completed a direct child 
assessment. Seventy-one percent of the program group fielded sample (total = 160) and 76 
percent of the control group fielded sample (total = 155) completed the survey. These response 
rates do not differ significantly across the research groups.  
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Overall, of the parent survey nonrespondent sample, 45 percent (54 out of 119) could 
not be located for the interview; 23 percent (27 out of 119) were located, but the interview was 
not completed; and 19 percent (23 out of 119) refused to participate in the interview.2 Informa-
tion on the frequency of reasons why some families completed a questionnaire but did not have 
a completed child assessment was not available. Whenever the response rate is lower than 100 
percent, nonresponse bias may occur. That is, differences may exist between the respondent 
sample and the larger, fielded sample, owing to differences between those sample members 
who completed the survey and those who did not. Furthermore, the impact estimates may be 
biased if the background characteristics of the research groups differ. 
Comparison of the Research Groups Within the Respondent 
Samples 
Random assignment research designs minimize potential bias. There is the possibility in 
this case, however, that the characteristics of the research groups differed due to the selective 
nature of the response process for each of the 18-month data collection components. If so, the 
reliability of impact estimates for the respondent samples may be affected.  
Appendix Table A.1 shows selected characteristics of the parent survey respondents at 
baseline, analyzed by research group. In general, differences between the program group and 
control group are relatively small and not statistically significant, but some differences are 
significant. The research groups differ on child’s age, percentage Hispanic, and employment 
history during the three years prior to random assignment. A test of the joint significance of all 
baseline variables was conducted by running a regression predicting program group status 
versus control group status among parent survey respondents. It showed no significant differ-
ence between the two groups in baseline characteristics as a whole. 
Appendix Table A.2 shows selected characteristics of the child assessment respondents 
at baseline, again by research group. As with the parent survey groups, the differences between 
these program and control groups are generally small and not statistically significant. However, 
the research groups do differ on the percentage Hispanic and the percentage who were teen 
parents at random assignment. A test of the joint significance of all baseline variables was 
conducted by running a regression predicting program group status versus control group status 
among child assessment respondents. It showed no significant difference between the two 
groups in baseline characteristics as a whole. 
                                                 
2Other members of the fielded sample were not included in the parent survey respondent sample because 
they moved far away, could not complete the interview because of a language barrier, were incapacitated, or 
were deceased.  
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Characteristic Enhanced EHS Non-EHS Total 
Primary parent 
Female (%) 90.5 91.9 91.2
Average age (in years) 25.8 26.1 26.0
Marital status (%)
Single, never married 52.7 53.7 53.2
Married 29.3 32.0 30.6
Separated, divorced, or widowed 18.0 14.3 16.1
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino(a) (%) 2.5 6.1 4.3  **
Race/ethnicitya (%) 0.0
White 89.5 85.7 87.6
Black or African-American 6.7 10.2 8.5
Other 3.8 4.1 3.9
Primary parent employed during the past 3 years (%) 0.0  *
Did not work at all 16.5 15.5 16.0
Worked 1 year or less 27.8 37.0 32.4
Worked more than 1 year 55.7 47.5 51.6
Prenatalb (%) 12.0 10.8 11.4
Teen parent (%) 10.3 13.7 12.0
Two-parent household (%) 39.3 45.0 42.2
Currently on TANFc (%) 29.3 29.4 29.4
Ever on TANFc (%) 47.5 45.2 46.3
Childd
Gender (%)
Female 46.8 44.8 45.7
Male 53.2 55.2 54.3
Average age (in months) 18.0 16.2 17.1 *
Sample size 242 249.0 491
(continued)
Appendix Table A.1
Baseline Characteristics of Parent Survey Respondents, by Research Group
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
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Appendix Table A.1 (continued)
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Early Head Start (EHS) Program Information Forms (PIFs).
NOTES: In order to assess differences in characteristics across research groups, chi-square tests were used 
for categorical variables, and t-tests were used for continuous variables. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
The significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is 
a difference between research groups for the variable in question.
a“Other” race/ethnicity was self-identified by the parent and may include biracial or multiracial 
individuals or a race/ethnicity category other than white, black, American Indian, or Asian/Pacific Islander.
bPrenatal status indicates whether the mother was currently pregnant at random assignment.
cCurrent TANF receipt indicates whether the family was currently receiving TANF at random 
assignment. “Ever on TANF” indicates whether the family had ever received TANF prior to random 
assignment.
dPrenatal cases are not included in this computation.
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Characteristic Program Group Control Group Total 
Primary parent
Female (%) 90.0 90.3 90.2
Average age (in years) 26.7 27.0 26.9
Marital status (%) 0.0 0.0
Single, never married 49.0 52.9 51.0
Married 32.5 32.0 32.3
Separated, divorced, or widowed 18.5 15.0 16.8
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino(a) (%) 1.9 5.9 3.8  *
Race/ethnicitya (%) 0.0 0.0
White 89.9 84.2 87.1
Black or African-American 7.0 11.8 9.4
Other 3.2 3.9 3.5
Primary parent employed during the past 3 years (%) 0.0 0.0
Did not work at all 12.2 14.4 13.2
Worked 1 year or less 26.9 34.2 30.5
Worked more than 1 year 60.9 51.4 56.3
Teen parent (%) 5.0 11.0 7.9
Two-parent household (%) 39.4 42.6 41.0
Currently on TANFb (%) 31.3 31.8 31.5
Ever on TANFb (%) 48.8 46.8 47.8
Childc
Gender (%)
Female 47.1 45.3 46.2
Male 52.9 54.7 53.8
Average age (in months) 21.5 20.6 21.0
Sample size 160.0 155.0 315
(continued)
Appendix Table A.2
Baseline Characteristics of Child Assessment Respondents, by Research Group 
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
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Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents Within the 
Fielded Samples for the Parent Survey and the Direct Child 
Assessments 
This section examines whether there are any systematic differences between those who 
responded to the parent survey and child assessments and those who did not. 
Appendix Table A.3 shows selected characteristics of parent survey respondents and 
nonrespondents at baseline, and the two groups did have some differences. Respondents are 
more likely to be female, more likely to be white, and less likely to be Hispanic. A test of the 
joint significance of all baseline variables was conducted by running a regression predicting 
survey response that included all baseline variables in the model. The model shows that the 
baseline coefficients as a group are significantly different from zero, indicating that there are 
systematic differences between parent survey respondents and nonrespondents.  
Appendix Table A.4 shows selected characteristics of the child assessment respondents 
and nonrespondents at baseline, and the same types of differences are seen as with the parent 
survey. This is not surprising, given that child assessments were conducted only after parents 
had completed the parent survey. Child assessment respondent families are more likely to have 
a female primary parent and are more likely to be white and less likely to be Hispanic. A test of 
the joint significance of all baseline variables was conducted by running a regression predicting 
survey response that included all baseline variables in the model. The model shows that the 
baseline coefficients as a group are significantly different from zero, indicating that there are 
systematic differences between child assessment respondents and nonrespondents. 
Appendix Table A.2 (continued)
SOURCES: MDRC calculations from Early Head Start (EHS) Program Information Forms (PIFs).
NOTES: In order to assess differences in characteristics across research groups, chi-square tests were used 
for categorical variables, and t-tests were used for continuous variables. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. The 
significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is a 
difference between research groups for the variable in question.
Open brackets [  ] indicate that 20 percent or more of the categories for the variable in question have cell 
sizes less than 5.
The child assessment fielded sample includes only children who were 6 months old or older at random 
assignment.
a“Other” race/ethnicity was self-identified by the parent and may include biracial or multiracial individuals 
or a race/ethnicity category other than white, black, American Indian, or Asian/Pacific Islander.
bCurrent TANF receipt indicates whether the family was currently receiving TANF at random assignment. 
“Ever on TANF” indicates whether the family had ever received TANF prior to random assignment.
cPrenatal cases are not included in this computation.
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Respondent Nonrespondent
Characteristic Group Group Total 
Primary parent
Female (%) 91.2 83.1 89.6  ***
Average age (in years) 26.0 25.3 25.8
Marital status (%)
Single, never married 53.2 58.1 54.2
Married 30.6 21.4 28.8
Separated, divorced, or widowed 16.1 20.5 17.0
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino(a) (%) 4.3 8.5 5.1  *
Race/ethnicitya (%)  ***
White 87.6 79.5 86.0
Black or African-American 8.5 7.7 8.3
Other 3.9 12.8 5.7
Primary parent employed during the past 3 years (%)
Did not work at all 16.0 12.0 15.2
Worked 1 year or less 32.4 35.9 33.1
Worked more than 1 year 51.6 52.1 51.7
Prenatalb (%) 11.4 7.6 10.7
Teen parent (%) 12.0 11.8 12.0
Two-parent household (%) 42.2 41.2 42.0
Currently on TANFc (%) 29.4 27.7 29.1
Ever on TANFc (%) 46.3 47.9 46.6
Childd
Gender (%)
Female 45.7 51.9 47.0
Male 54.3 48.1 53.0
Average age (in months) 17.1 16.8 17.0
Sample size 491 119 610
(continued)
Appendix Table A.3
Baseline Characteristics of Parent Survey Respondents and Nonrespondents
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
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Appendix Table A.3 (continued)
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Early Head Start (EHS) Program Information Forms (PIFs).
NOTES: In order to assess differences in characteristics across research groups, chi-square tests were used 
for categorical variables, and t-tests were used for continuous variables. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. The 
significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is a 
difference between research groups for the variable in question.
a“Other” race/ethnicity was self-identified by the parent and may include biracial or multiracial individuals 
or a race/ethnicity category other than white, black, American Indian, or Asian/Pacific Islander.
bPrenatal status indicates whether the mother was currently pregnant at random assignment.
cCurrent TANF receipt indicates whether the family was currently receiving TANF at random assignment. 
“Ever on TANF” indicates whether the family had ever received TANF prior to random assignment.
dPrenatal cases are not included in this computation.
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Respondent Nonrespondent
Characteristic Group Group Total 
Primary parent
Female (%) 90.2 81.4 87.8  **
Average age (in years) 26.9 26.3 26.7
Marital status (%)
Single, never married 51.0 50.8 50.9
Married 32.3 24.6 30.1
Separated, divorced, or widowed 16.8 24.6 18.9
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino(a) (%) 3.8 11.0 5.8  ***
Race/ethnicitya (%)  ***
White 87.1 76.9 84.3
Black or African-American 9.4 8.5 9.1
Other 3.5 14.5 6.6
Primary parent employed during the past 3 years (%)
Did not work at all 13.2 15.3 13.8
Worked 1 year or less 30.5 31.4 30.7
Worked more than 1 year 56.3 53.4 55.5
Teen parent (%) 7.9 8.4 8.1
Two-parent household (%) 41.0 40.3 40.8
Currently on TANFb (%) 31.5 27.7 30.5
Ever on TANFb (%) 47.8 48.7 48.0
Childc
Gender (%)
Female 46.2 46.2 46.2
Male 53.8 53.8 53.8
Average age (in months) 21.0 19.7 20.7
Sample size 315 119 434
(continued)
Appendix Table A.4
Baseline Characteristics of Child Assessment Respondents and Nonrespondents
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
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Comparison of Impacts Among the Respondent Samples and the 
Fielded and Full Research Samples 
This section discusses whether the impacts among the respondents to the parent survey 
and the direct child assessments can be generalized to the parent survey fielded sample (the full 
research sample) and the direct child assessment fielded sample. Consistency of impact findings 
among the samples is considered to be the best result, suggesting that impacts on measures 
calculated from respondent samples can be generalized to the full research sample. When 
impacts for the parent survey or direct child assessment respondent samples that are calculated 
using administrative data differ in size and direction from results for all other samples, the 
results using the respondent samples may be considered unreliable because of response bias. An 
unlucky sample draw, or “sampling bias,” may be inferred when impacts for the respondent 
sample resemble results for the fielded sample but findings for both samples vary from findings 
for the research sample, from which the other samples were drawn.  
Appendix Table A.5 shows the adjusted means and impacts on employment and earn-
ings using administrative data for the parent survey fielded sample (the full research sample), 
parent survey respondent sample, parent survey nonrespondent sample, child assessment fielded 
sample, child assessment respondent sample, and child assessment nonrespondent sample. 
These comparisons are useful in assessing whether the pattern of impacts change when using 
different samples.  
For both the parent survey respondent sample and the child assessment respondent 
sample, the impacts look similar to the impacts for the fielded and full research samples 
(Appendix Table A.5). For those two respondent samples as well, there are no impacts on 
Appendix Table A.4 (continued)
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Early Head Start (EHS) Program Information Forms (PIFs).
NOTES: In order to assess differences in characteristics across research groups, chi-square tests were used 
for categorical variables, and t-tests were used for continuous variables. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. 
The significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is 
a difference between research groups for the variable in question.
The child assessment fielded sample includes only children who were 6 months old or older at random 
assignment
a“Other” race/ethnicity was self-identified by the parent and may include biracial or multiracial 
individuals or a race/ethnicity category other than white, black, American Indian, or Asian/Pacific Islander.
bCurrent TANF receipt indicates whether the family was currently receiving TANF at random 
assignment. “Ever on TANF” indicates whether the family had ever received TANF prior to random 
assignment.
cPrenatal cases are not included in this computation.
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The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Program Control Difference Effect
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
Mother's total employment (%)
Research sample/parent survey fielded sample 86.2 84.0 2.3 0.06 0.422
Parent survey respondent sample 84.1 84.4 -0.2 -0.01 0.940
Parent survey nonrespondent sample 95.1 81.4 13.7 ** 0.43 0.020
Child assessment fielded sample 86.0 85.2 0.8 0.02 0.811
Child assessment respondent sample 82.4 85.5 -3.1 -0.08 0.433
Child assessment nonrespondent sample 95.0 84.6 10.4 * 0.35 0.067
Mother's total earnings ($)
Research sample/parent survey fielded sample 12,024 11,705 319 0.02 0.759
Parent survey respondent sample 11,394 11,840 -446 -0.03 0.698
Parent survey nonrespondent sample 14,523 11,123 3,399 0.25 0.222
Child assessment fielded sample 11,880 12,657 -777 -0.05 0.559
Child assessment respondent sample 11,141 13,237 -2,096 -0.14 0.179
Child assessment nonrespondent sample 13,616 11,117 2,500 0.18 0.351
Sample size
Research sample/parent survey fielded sample (total = 597) 300 297
Parent survey respondent sample (total = 483) 240 243
Parent survey nonrespondent sample (total = 114) 60 54
Child assessment fielded sample (total = 425) 223 202
Child assessment respondent sample (total = 311) 160 151
Child assessment nonrespondent sample (total = 114) 63 51
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Appendix Table A.5
Six-Quarter Impacts for the Research Sample, Parent Survey Respondent
 and Nonrespondent Samples, and Child Assessment Respondent
and Nonrespondent Samples 
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the National Directory of New Hires database.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; and * = 10 percent. 
The significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is a 
difference between research groups for the variable in question.
Dollar values include zeroes for sample members who were not employed, unless otherwise noted.
The sample used in this analysis includes females from two-parent cases (41.3 percent), females from one-parent 
cases (57.1 percent), and males from one-parent cases (1.5 percent). Due to missing baseline information, employment 
data are not available for 13 sample members,
aThe effect size is calculated by dividing the impact of the program (difference between program and control 
groups) by the observed variation for that outcome within the control group (the control group standard deviation).
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employment or earnings for the six-quarter follow-up period. This suggests that the respondent 
samples are not substantially different from the full research sample.  
Appendix Table A.5 also shows, however, that the pattern of impacts for both the par-
ent survey nonrespondent sample and the child assessment nonrespondent sample differs from 
the pattern for respondent samples for each of these data collection activities. For these nonre-
spondent samples, there are significant impacts of between 10 and 14 percentage points on 
employment over the follow-up period. This suggests that the nonrespondents –– and, therefore, 
the respondents –– to the parent survey and the direct child assessments may not be representa-
tive of the fielded or full research samples. If this is the case, impact results using outcomes 
from the parent survey or the direct child assessments may be affected by nonresponse bias. 
Given this possibility, the next section conducts a sensitivity test to determine whether the 
impact results for the respondent samples can be generalized to the full research sample. 
Sensitivity Test: Weighting for Nonresponse Bias 
Given that the employment impacts –– calculated using administrative records –– for 
the nonrespondents to the parent survey and the direct child assessments are dissimilar to the 
impacts for the fielded or full research and respondent samples, and some evidence suggests 
that there are differences in baseline characteristics between the respondent and nonrespondent 
samples, the sensitivity of the impact results using the data drawn from the parent survey and 
the direct child assessments were assessed by reweighting the respondent samples to better 
match the full research sample. In this analysis, separately for the parent survey and for the child 
assessment samples, the probability of response for the full research sample was regressed on a 
range of baseline characteristics, including site, child’s age, parent’s age, parent’s gender, 
race/ethnicity, employment history, number of parents in the household, and receipt of Tempo-
rary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). Nonresponse weights were constructed as the 
inverse of the predicted probability of response.  
Appendix Table A.6 shows weighted impact estimates for selected outcomes for the 
respondent samples, compared with the unweighted estimates presented in the main body of the 
report. Appendix Table A.7 shows the same comparison of impacts for respondent subgroups 
defined by the child’s age. Overall, for the full sample and by subgroup, the impact estimates do 
not appear to be highly sensitive to weighting. For example, compared with the unweighted 
results, the weighted results show similar impacts on child care use, employment, parenting, and 
child outcomes in both the respondent sample and the subgroup impact analysis. Given the 
similarly of results across the wide range of outcomes presented in this report, weighting the 
data does not alter the general conclusions about the impacts of Enhanced EHS. Therefore, the 
impact results presented in this report do not appear to be biased by nonresponse to the parent 
survey or direct child assessments and can be, with some caution, generalized to the full 
research sample. 
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Difference Difference
(Impact) P-Value (Impact) P-Value
Child care use (%)
Any formal care 20.1 *** 0.000 19.5 *** 0.000
Early Head Start/Head Start care 33.4 *** 0.000 32.9 *** 0.000
Other formal care -9.2 ** 0.018 -9.3 ** 0.017
Any home-based care -8.9 ** 0.044 -8.3 * 0.060
Care provided by relative -4.4 0.333 -4.1 0.373
Care provided by nonrelative -14.3 *** 0.001 -14.1 *** 0.001
Employment and income 
Currently employed (%) -1.0 0.814 -0.8 0.845
Total household income in prior month ($) -96 0.439 -97 0.432
Hours worked per week -0.9 0.572 -0.9 0.579
Hourly wage ($) -0.6 0.209 -0.5 0.268
Any job benefits (%) -5.4 0.220 -5.5 0.214
Parenting (%)
Frequency of parenting warmth:
At least once a day -0.2 0.839 -0.3 0.801
Frequency of social play and cognitive stimulation:
At least once a day 5.2 0.245 6.1 0.178
Percentage of parents who suggest using only mild 
disciplinary strategies in hypothetical situations 4.0 0.240 3.7 0.273
Parental psychological well-being 
Parenting stress and aggravation 0.0 0.851 0.0 0.949
Parental psychological distress 0.5 0.146 0.5 0.192
Child social and emotional 
Self-regulation
Behavioral regulation 0.2 ** 0.026 0.2 ** 0.019
Delay of gratification/impulse control -1.8 0.374 -1.8 0.327
Total social and emotional problems -0.2 0.754 -0.1 0.911
Total social and emotional competencies 0.2 0.321 0.3 0.308
(continued)
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Appendix Table A.6
Impacts on Selected Outcomes for the Full Research Sample 
18 Months After Random Assignment, Unweighted and Weighted for Nonresponse
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Outcome
Unweighted Weighted
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Appendix Table A.6 (continued)
SOURCES: MDRC calculations based on responses to the 18-month survey and direct child assessments of 
children's self-regulation outcomes.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 
percent. The significance level indicates the probability that one would incorrectly conclude that a difference 
exists between research groups for the corresponding variable.
Results in this table are regression-adjusted using ordinary least squares, controlling for pre-random 
assignment characteristics. 
Outcomes in this table are defined in Boxes 6.1 and 6.2.
  
D
iff
er
en
ce
D
iff
er
en
ce
D
iff
er
en
ce
D
iff
er
en
ce
O
ut
co
m
e
(I
m
pa
ct
)
P-
V
al
ue
(I
m
pa
ct
)
P-
V
al
ue
†a
(I
m
pa
ct
)
P-
V
al
ue
(I
m
pa
ct
)
P-
V
al
ue
†a
C
hi
ld
 c
ar
e 
us
e 
(%
)
A
ny
 fo
rm
al
 c
ar
e 
34
.5
**
*
0.
00
0
7.
3
0.
22
3
††
†
34
.1
**
*
0.
00
0
7.
0
0.
24
1
††
†
Ea
rly
 H
ea
d 
St
ar
t/H
ea
d 
St
ar
t c
ar
e 
28
.7
**
*
0.
00
0
35
.0
**
*
0.
00
0
28
.6
**
*
0.
00
0
34
.1
**
*
0.
00
0
O
th
er
 fo
rm
al
 c
ar
e
8.
2
0.
13
5
-2
2.
1
**
*
0.
00
0
††
†
7.
7
0.
15
8
-2
1.
6
**
*
0.
00
0
††
†
A
ny
 h
om
e-
ba
se
d 
ca
re
 
-1
0.
2
0.
11
6
-7
.4
0.
22
6
-9
.9
0.
12
7
-6
.8
0.
26
2
C
ar
e 
pr
ov
id
ed
 b
y 
re
la
tiv
e
-4
.4
0.
52
3
-4
.1
0.
50
3
-4
.3
0.
53
7
-3
.7
0.
55
5
C
ar
e 
pr
ov
id
ed
 b
y 
no
nr
el
at
iv
e
-1
7.
4
**
*
0.
00
9
-1
1.
3
**
0.
03
6
-1
7.
1
**
0.
01
1
-1
1.
2
**
0.
03
9
Em
pl
oy
m
en
t a
nd
 in
co
m
e
C
ur
re
nt
ly
 e
m
pl
oy
ed
 (%
)
10
.3
0.
10
3
-9
.3
0.
10
5
††
10
.3
0.
10
5
-8
.9
0.
12
0
††
To
ta
l h
ou
se
ho
ld
 in
co
m
e 
in
 p
rio
r m
on
th
 ($
)
-8
8
0.
61
4
-1
05
0.
55
9
-8
6
0.
62
1
-1
14
0.
52
3
H
ou
rs
 w
or
ke
d 
pe
r w
ee
k 
at
 c
ur
re
nt
 jo
b
4.
4
*
0.
06
4
-4
.9
**
0.
03
0
††
†
4.
2
*
0.
07
4
-4
.7
**
0.
03
6
††
†
H
ou
rly
 w
ag
e 
($
)
0.
6
0.
39
2
-1
.3
**
0.
04
8
†
0.
6
0.
37
0
-1
.2
*
0.
06
6
†
A
ny
 jo
b 
be
ne
fit
s (
%
)
11
.7
*
0.
07
1
-1
7.
4
**
*
0.
00
3
††
†
11
.5
*
0.
07
7
-1
7.
4
**
*
0.
00
3
††
†
Pa
re
nt
in
g 
(%
)
Fr
eq
ue
nc
y 
of
 p
ar
en
tin
g 
w
ar
m
th
:
A
t l
ea
st
 o
nc
e 
a 
da
y 
3.
1
*
0.
06
1
-2
.2
0.
20
4
††
3.
0
*
0.
06
4
-2
.1
0.
20
2
††
Fr
eq
ue
nc
y 
of
 so
ci
al
 p
la
y 
an
d 
co
gn
iti
ve
 
st
im
ul
at
io
n:
A
t l
ea
st
 o
nc
e 
a 
da
y 
2.
5
0.
70
8
8.
7
0.
16
7
2.
7
0.
68
2
9.
9
0.
11
7
(c
on
tin
ue
d)
T
he
 E
nh
an
ce
d 
Se
rv
ic
es
 fo
r 
th
e 
H
ar
d-
to
-E
m
pl
oy
 D
em
on
st
ra
tio
n
A
pp
en
di
x 
T
ab
le
 A
.7
Im
pa
ct
s o
n 
Se
le
ct
ed
 O
ut
co
m
es
, b
y 
A
ge
 o
f C
hi
ld
 a
t R
an
do
m
 A
ss
ig
nm
en
t, 
18
 M
on
th
s A
ft
er
 R
an
do
m
 A
ss
ig
nm
en
t, 
U
nw
ei
gh
te
d 
an
d 
W
ei
gh
te
d 
fo
r 
N
on
re
sp
on
se
Ea
rl
y 
H
ea
d 
St
ar
t w
ith
 E
nh
an
ce
d 
Se
lf-
Su
ff
ic
ie
nc
y 
Se
rv
ic
es
A
ge
 o
f C
hi
ld
 a
t R
an
do
m
 A
ss
ig
nm
en
t
In
fa
nt
 G
ro
up
To
dd
le
r G
ro
up
A
ge
 o
f C
hi
ld
 a
t R
an
do
m
 A
ss
ig
nm
en
t
U
nw
ei
gh
te
d
W
ei
gh
te
d
In
fa
nt
 G
ro
up
To
dd
le
r G
ro
up
131 
   
D
iff
er
en
ce
D
iff
er
en
ce
D
iff
er
en
ce
D
iff
er
en
ce
O
ut
co
m
e
(I
m
pa
ct
)
P-
V
al
ue
(I
m
pa
ct
)
P-
V
al
ue
†a
(I
m
pa
ct
)
P-
V
al
ue
(I
m
pa
ct
)
P-
V
al
ue
†a
Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
 o
f p
ar
en
ts 
w
ho
 su
gg
es
t 
us
in
g 
on
ly
 m
ild
 d
is
ci
pl
in
ar
y 
st
ra
te
gi
es
 
in
 h
yp
ot
he
tic
al
 si
tu
at
io
ns
9.
1
0.
10
7
-1
.0
0.
80
9
8.
8
0.
11
7
-1
.2
0.
77
7
Pa
re
nt
al
 p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
 w
el
l-b
ei
ng
Pa
re
nt
in
g 
st
re
ss
 a
nd
 a
gg
ra
va
tio
n
-0
.4
**
0.
03
1
0.
3
0.
18
9
††
-0
.4
**
0.
03
9
0.
3
0.
16
3
††
Pa
re
nt
 p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
 d
is
tre
ss
-0
.4
0.
48
3
1.
1
**
0.
03
3
†
-0
.3
0.
49
2
1.
1
**
0.
04
9
†
C
hi
ld
 so
ci
al
 a
nd
 e
m
ot
io
na
l
Se
lf-
re
gu
la
tio
n
B
eh
av
io
ra
l r
eg
ul
at
io
n
N
A
N
A
0.
2
*
0.
05
5
N
A
N
A
0.
2
*
0.
05
6
D
el
ay
 o
f g
ra
tif
ic
at
io
n/
im
pu
ls
e 
co
nt
ro
l
N
A
N
A
-2
.1
0.
43
5
N
A
N
A
-1
.9
0.
45
8
To
ta
l s
oc
ia
l a
nd
 e
m
ot
io
na
l p
ro
bl
em
s
-2
.0
**
0.
03
5
N
A
N
A
-1
.9
*
0.
05
0
N
A
N
A
To
ta
l s
oc
ia
l a
nd
 e
m
ot
io
na
l c
om
pe
te
nc
ie
s
0.
5
0.
16
6
N
A
N
A
0.
5
0.
16
9
N
A
N
A
A
pp
en
di
x 
T
ab
le
 A
.7
 (c
on
tin
ue
d)
Sa
m
pl
e 
si
ze
 (t
ot
al
 =
 4
81
)
U
nw
ei
gh
te
d
In
fa
nt
 G
ro
up
To
dd
le
r G
ro
up
In
fa
nt
 G
ro
up
To
dd
le
r G
ro
up
A
ge
 o
f C
hi
ld
 a
t R
an
do
m
 A
ss
ig
nm
en
t
A
ge
 o
f C
hi
ld
 a
t R
an
do
m
 A
ss
ig
nm
en
t
W
ei
gh
te
d
SO
U
R
C
ES
: M
D
R
C
 c
al
cu
la
tio
ns
 b
as
ed
 o
n 
re
sp
on
se
s t
o 
th
e 
18
-m
on
th
 s
ur
ve
y 
an
d 
di
re
ct
 c
hi
ld
 a
ss
es
sm
en
ts
 o
f c
hi
ld
re
n'
s 
se
lf-
re
gu
la
tio
n 
ou
tc
om
es
.
N
O
TE
S:
 S
ta
tis
tic
al
 s
ig
ni
fic
an
ce
 le
ve
ls
 a
re
 in
di
ca
te
d 
as
 fo
llo
w
s: 
**
* 
= 
1 
pe
rc
en
t; 
**
 =
 5
 p
er
ce
nt
; *
 =
 1
0 
pe
rc
en
t. 
Th
e 
si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e 
le
ve
l i
nd
ic
at
es
 th
e 
pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
 th
at
 o
ne
 w
ou
ld
 in
co
rr
ec
tly
 c
on
cl
ud
e 
th
at
 a
 d
iff
er
en
ce
 e
xi
st
s b
et
w
ee
n 
re
se
ar
ch
 g
ro
up
s f
or
 th
e 
co
rr
es
po
nd
in
g 
va
ria
bl
e.
R
es
ul
ts
 in
 th
is
 ta
bl
e 
ar
e 
re
gr
es
si
on
-a
dj
us
te
d 
us
in
g 
or
di
na
ry
 le
as
t s
qu
ar
es
, c
on
tro
lli
ng
 fo
r p
re
-r
an
do
m
 a
ss
ig
nm
en
t c
ha
ra
ct
er
is
tic
s. 
Th
e 
In
fa
nt
 G
ro
up
 is
 d
ef
in
ed
 a
s f
am
ili
es
 w
ith
 c
hi
ld
re
n 
le
ss
 th
an
 1
2 
m
on
th
s 
ol
d 
at
 ra
nd
om
 a
ss
ig
nm
en
t. 
Th
e 
To
dd
le
r G
ro
up
 is
 d
ef
in
de
d
as
 fa
m
ili
es
 w
ith
 
ch
ild
re
n 
12
 m
on
th
s 
or
 o
ld
er
 a
t r
an
do
m
 a
ss
ig
nm
en
t.
a W
he
n
co
m
pa
rin
g 
im
pa
ct
s 
be
tw
ee
n 
tw
o 
su
bg
ro
up
s, 
an
 H
-s
ta
tis
tic
 is
 g
en
er
at
ed
. T
he
 H
-s
ta
tis
tic
 is
 u
se
d 
to
 a
ss
es
s 
w
he
th
er
 th
e 
di
ffe
re
nc
e 
in
 im
pa
ct
s 
be
tw
ee
n 
th
e 
su
bg
ro
up
s i
s s
ta
tis
tic
al
ly
 s
ig
ni
fic
an
t. 
It 
is
 in
te
rp
re
ta
bl
e 
in
 m
uc
h 
th
e 
sa
m
e 
w
ay
 a
s t
he
 T
-s
ta
tis
tic
an
d 
th
e 
F-
st
at
is
tic
 fr
om
 a
na
ly
si
s 
of
 v
ar
ia
nc
e 
(A
N
O
V
A
) 
te
sts
 a
re
 in
te
rp
re
te
d.
 S
ig
ni
fic
an
ce
 le
ve
ls
 a
re
 in
di
ca
te
d 
as
 fo
llo
w
s:
 †
††
 =
 1
 p
er
ce
nt
; †
† 
= 
5 
pe
rc
en
t; 
an
d 
† 
= 
10
 p
er
ce
nt
. T
he
si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e 
le
ve
l i
nd
ic
at
es
 th
e 
pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
 th
at
 o
ne
 w
ou
ld
 b
e 
m
ak
in
g 
an
 e
rr
or
 in
 c
on
cl
ud
in
g 
th
at
 th
er
e 
is
 a
 d
iff
er
en
ce
 b
et
w
ee
n 
re
se
ar
ch
 g
ro
up
s f
or
 th
e 
va
ria
bl
e 
in
 q
ue
st
io
n.
 
O
ut
co
m
es
 in
 th
is 
ta
bl
e
ar
e 
de
fin
ed
 in
 B
ox
es
 6
.1
 a
nd
 6
.2
.
132 
  
 
 
 
Appendix B 
Characteristics of Sample Members at Baseline, 
by Child’s Age 
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Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Characteristic Infant Toddler Total 
Primary parent
Female (%) 92.3 87.3 89.6  **
Average age (in years) 24.6 26.9 25.8 ***
Marital status (%)  **
Single, never married 59.4 49.5 54.2
Married 24.9 32.3 28.8
Separated, divorced, or widowed 15.7 18.2 17.0
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino(a) (%) 3.9 6.3 5.1
Race/ethnicitya (%)
White 87.3 84.8 86.0
Black or African-American 8.1 8.5 8.3
Other 4.6 6.6 5.7
Highest educationb (%)
GED certificate/high school diploma 68.0 66.5 67.2
Postsecondary degree 6.1 8.8 7.5
None of the above 26.0 24.6 25.3
Primary parent employed during the past 3 years (%) [*  ]
Did not work at all 16.3 14.2 15.2
Worked 1 year or less 36.9 29.7 33.1
Worked more than 1 year 46.8 56.1 51.7
Prenatalc (%) 22.6 0.0 10.7
Teen parent (%) 18.5 6.2 12.0
Two-parent household (%) 44.3 39.9 42.0
Currently on TANFd (%) 26.5 31.4 29.1
Ever on TANFd (%) 44.9 48.1 46.6
Childe
Gender (%)
Female 48.6 45.9 47.0
Male 51.4 54.1 53.0
Average age (in months) 5.7 24.8 17.0 ***
Sample size          323          287          610
(continued)
Characteristics of Sample Members at Baseline, 
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Appendix Table B.1
by Age of Child at Random Assignment
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Appendix Table B.1 (continued)
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from Early Head Start (EHS) Program Information Forms (PIFs).
NOTES: In order to assess differences in characteristics across research groups, chi-square tests were used for 
categorical variables, and t-tests were used for continuous variables. 
Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; * = 10 percent. The 
significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is a 
difference between research groups for the variable in question.
Open brackets [  ] indicate that 20 percent or more of the categories for the variable in question have cell 
sizes less than 5. 
The Infant Group is defined as families with children less than 12 months old at random assignment. The 
Toddler Group is definded as families with children 12 months or older at random assignment.
a“Other” race/ethnicity was self-identified by the parent and may include biracial or multiracial individuals 
or a race/ethnicity category other than white, black, American Indian, or Asian/Pacific Islander.
bCalculations of highest education at baseline are based on responses to the 18-month survey and are 
available only for the survey sample. At the 18-month follow-up, respondents were asked about their highest 
credential –– a GED certificate, high school diploma, associate’s degree, bachelor’s degree, or graduate degree 
–– and, if any, when they received it. The highest credential at baseline includes only those that were obtained 
prior to random assignment. “Postsecondary degree” is defined as an associate’s, bachelor’s, or other graduate 
degree.
cPrenatal status indicates whether the mother was currently pregnant at random assignment.
dCurrent TANF receipt indicates whether the family was currently receiving TANF at random assignment. 
“Ever on TANF” indicates whether the family had ever received TANF prior to random assignment.
ePrenatal cases are not included in this computation.
  
 
 
 
 
Appendix C 
Cost Analysis of the 
Programs in the Study Sites 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 139 
Appendix C estimates the costs of operating Enhanced Early Head Start (EHS) in the 
two program sites in Kansas and Missouri that added self-sufficiency enhancements to their 
core services by offering parents assistance with employment and education. The analysis 
identifies the costs of the enhancements separately from the costs of the core services. The costs 
are presented for the 18-month period following sample members’ random assignment into 
either the Enhanced EHS program group, which could receive home-based or center-based 
services, or the control group, which could not access services from these two programs but 
could seek alternative services that were available in the community. 
The analysis also estimates the costs of services that sample members received outside 
the EHS/HS programs; this is required in order to estimate the average net cost of providing 
Enhanced EHS to program group members. The net cost is the difference between the average 
cost per program group member and the average cost per control group member of the relevant 
services that were used during the 18-month follow-up period. The overall net costs provide 
another perspective for interpreting the program’s impacts on key outcomes, presented in 
Chapters 3 through 6. 
The appendix begins with an overview of the major components of the cost analysis. It 
then discusses in detail the cost estimates for the program group and the control group. Finally, 
it presents cost estimates for program and control group members analyzed by the child’s age 
at random assignment, comparing the costs of providing services to families whose focal child 
is an infant (younger than 12 months) and to families whose focal child is a toddler (12 months 
or older).1  
The Analytic Approach 
Cost Components 
Appendix Figure C.1 illustrates the cost components for the program and control groups 
in the EHS/HS programs operated by the Southeast Kansas Community Action Program (SEK-
CAP) and Youth in Need. The gross costs for each program group member (Box D) consist of 
three main categories: expenditures on family development and child-focused services, which 
include EHS/HS and other services available in the community that focus on families’ and
                                                 
1As is true with all applications to EHS, families identify a particular child who is up to age 3 or during the 
prenatal period and who will be enrolled in the program. In this study’s 18-month parent survey and direct 
child assessments, this child is identified as the focal child who is the target of program services and is the 
focus of all questions related to child care and early educational experiences, parenting practices, and child 
development and well-being. 
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The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Appendix Figure C.1
Simplified Diagram of Major Cost Components
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Program group Control group
Child care obtained 
outside EHS/HS
- Formal child care
- Home-based child
   care
Child care obtained 
outside Head Start
- Formal child care
- Home-based child
   care
Self-
sufficiency 
enhancements
Sum = Total costs per control 
group member
G
Sum = Total costs per program
            group member
D
Difference = Net cost per program group member (H = D - G)H
FB
C
Family development and child-
focused services
- Early Head Start and Head Start
- Parents as Teachers
- Other family development and
  child-focused services
A
Family development and child-
focused services
- Head Start
- Parents as Teachers
- Other family development and
  child-focused services
E
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children’s development (Box A); expenditures on child care received outside the programs (Box 
B); and the self-sufficiency enhancements provided to assist program group members with their 
education and employment needs (Box C).  
The gross cost for each control group member (Box G) equals the costs of the family 
development and child-focused services (Box E) and the costs of non-HS child care (Box F). As 
discussed in Chapter 3, the control group members were not eligible for EHS during the first 
three years after random assignment and, thus, were also not eligible for the enhanced self-
sufficiency services provided to EHS participants. They were, however, eligible for other family 
development and child-focused services available in the community. 
The net cost is shown in Box H and is the difference between the average cost per pro-
gram group member and the average cost per control group member. Net cost estimates were 
calculated separately for the Youth in Need and the SEK-CAP programs. 
Methodology 
Early Head Start and Head Start 
To estimate the cost spent on EHS and HS services, the research team collected expend-
iture and participation data from SEK-CAP and Youth in Need for a steady-state period (a one- 
or two-year period when the program group members were receiving EHS services). They used 
these data to estimate the unit costs for each site, which are the costs of serving one person in 
the EHS and HS program for one month. To estimate unit costs, expenditures during the steady-
state period were divided by the number of children who were enrolled in EHS/HS each month, 
summed across the steady-state period. To determine the average cost incurred per program or 
control group member during the 18-month follow-up period, the unit cost for each site was 
multiplied by the average number of months that program group and control group members 
were enrolled in the program, as reported in the survey. 
Expenditure and survey data did not distinguish between EHS and HS expenditures and 
participation. Thus, separate cost estimates could not be estimated for each program. 
Parents as Teachers and Other Family and Child Development Services 
Separate unit costs were calculated for the Parents as Teachers (PAT) program because 
the survey reported relatively high levels of participation in it among sample members. To 
estimate the cost of one month of PAT services, the research team reviewed studies on PAT 
costs in the past, which ranged from $131 to $233 monthly (inflation-adjusted to 2008). The 
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present analysis used an estimate of $137, based on a cost reported by the Parents as Teachers 
National Center.2 
The survey asked about participation in other programs that provided assistance on 
parenting or child development. Those respondents who said that they had received such 
services were asked where they had received them. The programs in this category that were 
reported by respondents include a mix of early intervention programs for special needs children, 
services offered by the welfare agency or career center, programs for children in foster care, and 
services offered by other community-based and faith-based organizations that offered support to 
families. The most common assistance of this type that respondents received from other 
programs was early intervention services. Therefore, the analysis used a cost estimate of a 
program in Missouri called “First Steps”; its estimate of $383 per month for early intervention 
services fell within the range of other studies reviewed.3 A similar estimate could not be 
obtained for the Birth-to-Three program in Kansas, and so the Missouri estimate was used for 
the monthly cost of early intervention services in both sites.  
Child Care 
To estimate the costs of child care services provided by agencies or programs other than 
the EHS/HS programs in this study, state-level cost estimates for child care, by age of child, 
were collected from the National Association of Child Care Resource & Referral Agencies 
(NACCRRA). These costs were reported separately for center-based and home-based care. 
The EHS Cost per Program Group Member 
This section examines expenditures for the program group’s family development and 
child-focused services, non-child care services, and self-sufficiency enhancements (described in 
Chapter 2). 
Family Development and Child-Focused Services 
SEK-CAP and Youth in Need spent similar amounts to provide EHS/HS services to 
sample members: $730 and $751 per person, respectively. SEK-CAP program group members 
                                                 
2The PAT costs are reported in Aos et al. (2004), which estimated the cost to be $3,500 over the full 2.5-
year program period (estimated to be $117 per month, inflation-adjusted to $137). 
3Cost estimates from other studies ranged from about $160 to $1,362. The higher estimate is for the Infant 
Health and Development Program, an eight-site clinical trial implemented in 1997 that provided early 
intervention services for premature, low-birth-weight infants. Its higher cost reflects the intensity of the 
intervention and the greater needs of the families it targeted. (For more information, see Aos et al., 2004.) The 
lower estimate is for the Birth-to-Three program in Wisconsin. 
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spent 8.4 months in EHS/HS, on average, and Youth in Need program group members spent an 
average of 8.8 months in the programs. This resulted in average costs of $6,100 and $6,624 per 
program group member, respectively, for EHS/HS services provided by SEK-CAP and Youth 
in Need. This is less than the national cost estimate of $7,209 per child for Head Start services.4  
Some program group members also reported receiving services from the PAT program, 
which operated in both the areas served by SEK-CAP and Youth in Need. With a cost estimated 
to be about $137 per person per month, PAT was less expensive to operate than EHS/HS. And 
though it provided services similar to the EHS home visiting model, it was less comprehensive, 
and its staff met less frequently with parents than EHS home visitors did. Program group 
members, in SEK-CAP received an average of 1.9 months of PAT services, while those in 
Youth in Need received an average of 2.7 months of services; the resulting costs of PAT per 
program group member were $265 and $364, respectively, 
In addition, SEK-CAP program group members reported receiving 1 month of other 
child and family development services, and Youth in Need program group members reported 
receiving 2 months of such services. The cost analysis estimated this to be about $399 and $775 
per person, respectively. 
Child Care Services 
The EHS/HS costs presented above include the costs of EHS and HS child care to the 
Head Start programs. They do not include the costs of non-EHS child care that EHS participants 
received in the community. As mentioned above, to estimate the non-EHS child care costs, the 
analysis used state-level cost estimates for child care, by age of child and type of care, reported 
by NACCRRA.  
The estimated monthly costs of child care services are included in Appendix Table C.1. 
Monthly costs of care are higher for infants than for older children; a weighted average was 
calculated based on the proportion of program and control group children in each category. 
Also, center-based care is more expensive than home-based care. Finally, during this period, 
child care was more expensive, on average, in Kansas than in Missouri.  
SEK-CAP program group members received 1.8 months of formal non-EHS center-
based child care and 2.5 months of home-based child care. This resulted in a total cost for non-
EHS care of $2,192 per program group member. SEK-CAP could have reimbursed parents for 
some of this child care if the family was enrolled in EHS/HS when receiving it. Alternatively, 
                                                 
4For more information, see U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children 
and Families (2007). 
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parents might have received a subsidy from the state if they were participating in the TANF 
program or another state program. Finally, some families may have paid for the care themselves. 
Youth in Need program group members received 1.9 months of formal center-based 
child care and 1.1 months of home-based child care, resulting in an overall cost of $1,263 per 
program group member. As with SEK-CAP, the child care costs might have been paid by the 
Youth in Need program, by the state welfare agency, or by the families themselves. 
Self-Sufficiency Enhancements 
As discussed in Chapter 1, the sites received funding to enhance the self-sufficiency 
component of their programs. This funding was used to hire one staff person in each site. In 
addition, Youth in Need contributed additional funding to hire another staff person to focus on 
self-sufficiency during the study period. The sites also used the funding for expenses related to 
purchasing materials, paying for travel-related expenses for the self-sufficiency staff, and paying 
for overhead expenses. Estimates were also made for time spent by home visitors to assist 
families with their self-sufficiency needs, and the cost of their time is included in these estimates.  
The monthly cost of providing the self-sufficiency enhancements was $30 per person in 
SEK-CAP and $72 per person in Youth in Need; the higher cost for the latter reflects the 
additional staff person who focused on self-sufficiency at that site. The SEK-CAP self-
sufficiency specialist also spent some of her time assisting with recruitment activities, and the 
analysis excludes the cost of that time. Inasmuch as the program group members averaged 
about 8.4 months in SEK-CAP and about 8.8 months in Youth in Need over the 18-month 
follow-up period, the per person costs of the enhancements were $249 and $636, respectively.  
The Gross Cost per Program Group Member 
The gross cost per program group member (Box D in Appendix Figure C.1) was deter-
mined by adding the family development and child-focused services (Box A), the non-EHS/HS 
child care (Box B), and the self-sufficiency enhancements (Box C). This estimate is important 
because it represents the costs of all services, including those that were provided apart from the 
EHS and HS programs that have the potential to improve the parents’ and children’s outcomes. 
This total investment must be compared with the total gross cost per control group in order to 
determine the net investment per program group member. 
The estimated gross cost per program group member was $9,205 in SEK-CAP and 
$9,661 in Youth in Need. While the overall cost estimates were similar across the two sites, a 
higher share of the total gross costs in Youth in Need were for the self-sufficiency enhance-
ments (7 percent in Youth in Need, compared with 3 percent in SEK-CAP), while a higher 
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share of the SEK-CAP gross costs were for non-EHS/HS child care services (24 percent in 
SEK-CAP, compared with 13 percent in Youth in Need). 
The EHS Cost per Control Group Member 
The same unit cost estimates as those reported above were used to estimate the cost of 
services received by the control group. The difference in costs across the two groups is driven 
by the differences in their levels of participation. In addition, because the control group mem-
bers were not eligible for the program’s self-sufficiency enhancements, no costs were assigned 
for these services.  
Family Development and Child-Focused Services 
Control group members were not allowed to enroll in Early Head Start at SEK-CAP or 
Youth in Need for the three-year period following their random assignment. Youth in Need 
extended the embargo to include the Head Start program as well, while SEK-CAP control group 
families could enroll their children in Head Start after their children turned age 3. As a result, 
SEK-CAP control group members reported higher levels of participation in EHS/HS on the 
survey than were reported by Youth in Need control group members. On average, control group 
members in SEK-CAP received about 3.5 months of Head Start, and those in Youth in Need 
received about 0.2 month. Families may have received these services either from SEK-CAP and 
Youth in Need or, if a family moved, from programs in another county. The embargo did not 
apply to programs operating outside the research counties, which might explain the participa-
tion, albeit low participation, reported by Youth in Need control group members. 
As a result of the higher levels of participation, the control group costs for EHS/HS 
were significantly higher in SEK-CAP –– an average of $2,532, compared with $141 in Youth 
in Need.  
Control group members in both sites received just over 3 months of PAT services, on 
average, which exceeded the program group members’ average participation. The cost of PAT 
services per control group member was $478 in SEK-CAP and $433 in Youth in Need. In 
addition, control group members received 2.7 months of other family development and child-
focused programs in SEK-CAP and 1.5 months in Youth in Need, resulting in costs per control 
group member of $1,031 in SEK-CAP and $585 in Youth in Need. 
Child Care Services 
Compared with the program group members, the control group members were more 
likely to receive non-HS child care services, which is attributed primarily to the embargo on 
their using EHS child care. They averaged 6.0 months of non-HS child care services in SEK-
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CAP and 6.3 months in Youth in Need, resulting in costs of $2,985 and $2,618, respectively. 
While Youth in Need control group members were more likely to be enrolled in the more 
expensive center-based care than home-based care, the slightly higher overall costs for SEK-
CAP reflect the higher cost of child care in Kansas, as reported by NACCRRA.  
The Gross Cost per Control Group Member 
Appendix Table C.2 shows that the estimated gross cost per control group member was 
$7,049 in SEK-CAP and $3,776 in Youth in Need. The SEK-CAP control group reported 
higher levels of participation in family development and child-focused services, especially in 
the Head Start program, which increased the costs for SEK-CAP relative to Youth in Need. 
The Net Cost per Program Group Member 
The estimated net cost per program group member represents the additional costs of 
services for the program group compared with the control group. Appendix Table C.2 shows 
that the net cost per program group member was $2,179 in SEK-CAP and $5,885 in Youth in 
Need. The lower net cost per program group member in SEK-CAP was driven by higher 
participation levels among control group members, which led to higher control group costs.  
Subgroups Defined by Age of Child 
The report identifies differences in impacts on key outcomes as measured by the age of 
the child. This section presents the differences in costs analyzed by site and by age of child. 
Specifically, it distinguishes between the costs for families with infants at baseline (children 
younger than 12 months old, including prenatal cases) and the costs for families with toddlers at 
baseline (children 12 months or older). 
The differences in costs for families with infants and for families with toddlers are due 
to differences in levels of participation. Appendix Table C.3 shows that, in SEK-CAP, the gross 
costs per program group member were higher for families with toddlers than for the families 
with infants; the program group families with toddlers spent more time in the non-EHS/HS 
child care programs. In Youth in Need, the gross costs were equivalent for both subgroups. 
Among the control group, the costs for families in SEK-CAP were higher for the fami-
lies with toddlers. The difference is due, in part, to the higher level of participation in EHS/HS 
programs by control group families with toddlers. Families were not eligible for EHS but 
became eligible for HS when the child turned age 3. Some toddlers did that during the 18-
month follow-up period and were enrolled in HS. As discussed in Chapter 3, control group 
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Total Gross Cost Total Gross Cost Net Cost
per Program per Control per Program 
Group Member ($) Group Member ($) Group Member ($)
SEK-CAP
Family development and child-focused services
Early Head Start and Head Starta 6,100 2,532 3,567
Parents as Teachers (PAT) 265 478 -213
Other family development and 
child-focused servicesb 399 1,031 -632
Subtotal 6,764 4,041 2,722
Non-EHS/HS child Care
Formal child care 1,091 1,196 -105
Home-based child care 1,101 1,789 -688
Subtotal 2,192 2,985 -792
Self-sufficiency enhancements 249 0 249
Total 9,205 7,026 2,179
Youth in Need
Family development and child-focused services
Early Head Start and Head Starta 6,624 141 6,483
Parents as Teachers (PAT) 364 433 -69
Other family development and 
child-focused servicesb 775 585 190
Subtotal 7,762 1,159 6,604
Non-EHS/HS child care
Formal child care 857 1,612 -756
Home-based child care 406 1,005 -599
Subtotal 1,263 2,618 -1,355
Self-sufficiency enhancements 636 0 636
Total 9,661 3,776 5,885
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
Appendix Table C.2
Estimated Gross and Net Costs per Sample Member Within
18 Months After Random Assignment (in 2008 Dollars)
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Site and Component
SOURCES: Financial expenditure reports for SEK-CAP's and Youth in Need's EHS, HS, and self-
sufficiency costs as well as in-depth interviews with program fiscal staff, combined with MDRC data on 
participation rates for the research sample.
NOTES: aThis excludes self-sufficiency enhancement costs.
bThis uses data from Missouri's First Steps early intervention program as estimated monthly costs.
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families in Youth in Need could not participate in EHS/HS for three years after random assign-
ment. Thus, the cost differences between infants and toddlers in Youth in Need are not as large 
as in SEK-CAP. The Youth in Need families with toddlers had a higher cost per family than 
families with infants because their level of participation in formal non-EHS/HS child care was 
greater. 
Overall, the net cost per program group member was over $6,000 for both Youth in 
Need subgroups. The net cost per program group member was substantially less for both SEK-
CAP subgroups due to higher levels of participation by the SEK-CAP control group members. 
Conclusion 
Early Head Start and Head Start are relatively expensive programs to operate, compared 
with other early child development programs, reflecting their comprehensive services, as 
discussed in Chapter 2. The sites in this study employed home visitors, center-based staff, and a 
cadre of staff who were available to provide expertise and make referrals to address issues 
relating to health, nutrition, mental health, and disabilities. The home visiting program also 
provides a more intensive level of services than other programs, such as the PAT program, with 
home visits taking place weekly rather than monthly. These additional services increased the 
cost of the program relative to other programs offered in the community.  
The control group received services from other organizations in the community, al-
though these services were less comprehensive and less expensive. As a result, the net cost per 
program group member was relatively high. 
The self-sufficiency enhancements to the programs were relatively inexpensive when 
spread across all participants, averaging about $50 per month across the two sites. The interven-
tion did not provide an intensive level of services, which is reflected in the low cost. 
  
 
 
  
 
 
 
Appendix D 
Impacts on Service Receipt 
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Program Control Difference Effect
Outcome Group Group (Impact) Sizea P-Value
Employment (%)
Quarter 1 (quarter of random assignment) 76.1 72.6 3.6 0.08 0.297
Quarter 2 74.1 71.7 2.4 0.05 0.470
Quarter 3 75.3 73.7 1.6 0.04 0.638
Quarter 4 75.1 73.0 2.1 0.05 0.536
Quarter 5 73.2 75.9 -2.8 -0.06 0.417
Quarter 6 74.2 76.9 -2.6 -0.06 0.431
Ever employed, Quarters 1-6 91.9 89.0 3.0 0.10 0.195
Earnings ($)
Quarter 1 (quarter of random assignment) 3,535 3,112 423 0.10 0.155
Quarter 2 3,587 3,552 35 0.01 0.907
Quarter 3 3,617 3,646 -29 -0.01 0.928
Quarter 4 3,829 3,715 114 0.02 0.724
Quarter 5 3,914 3,840 74 0.02 0.828
 Quarter 6 4,022 3,855 167 0.04 0.623
Total earnings, Quarters 1-6 22,207 21,540 666 0.03 0.695
Sample size (total = 597) 300 297
Early Head Start with Enhanced Self-Sufficiency Services
Appendix Table F.1
Impacts on Quarterly Employment and Earnings for the Household
The Enhanced Services for the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
SOURCE: MDRC calculations from the National Directory of New Hires database.
NOTES: Statistical significance levels are indicated as follows: *** = 1 percent; ** = 5 percent; and * = 10 percent. 
The significance level indicates the probability that one would be making an error in concluding that there is a 
difference between research groups for the variable in question.
Dollar values include zeroes for sample members who were not employed, unless otherwise noted.
The sample used in this analysis includes females from two-parent cases (41.3 percent), females from one-parent 
cases (57.1 percent), and males from one-parent cases (1.5 percent). Due to missing baseline information, 
employment data are not available for 13 sample members.
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 p
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 b
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t o
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s m
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f c
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 b
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 c
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f p
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 b
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 m
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bo
ut
 9
7 
pe
rc
en
t o
f s
ur
ve
y 
re
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on
de
nt
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 fe
m
al
e.
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hi
s m
ea
su
re
 in
cl
ud
es
 re
sp
on
se
s f
or
 so
m
e 
m
al
es
 (2
.6
 p
er
ce
nt
 o
f c
as
es
)a
nd
 m
ay
 in
cl
ud
e 
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sp
on
se
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om
 fe
m
al
e 
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ar
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w
ho
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er
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no
t t
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 c
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ld
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og
ic
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 m
ot
he
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d A
bo
ut
 5
3 
pe
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en
t o
f r
es
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nd
en
ts
 re
po
rte
d 
th
at
 th
ey
 li
ve
d 
w
ith
 a
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ou
se
 o
r p
ar
tn
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t t
he
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m
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of
 th
e 
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rv
ey
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po
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 p
ar
tn
er
 m
ay
 n
ot
 b
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m
e 
pe
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ie
d 
at
 b
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in
e 
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 th
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se
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 p
ar
en
t. 
Th
e 
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ys
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f f
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rs
' e
m
pl
oy
m
en
t i
nc
lu
de
s 
ze
ro
s i
f t
he
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 is
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ou
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r p
ar
tn
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 p
re
se
nt
.
e T
hi
s i
s b
as
ed
 o
n 
th
e 
nu
m
be
r o
f h
ou
rs
 w
or
ke
d 
pe
r w
ee
k.
 F
ew
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 th
an
 3
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ho
ur
s i
s c
on
si
de
re
d 
pa
rt 
tim
e,
 a
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 3
0 
ho
ur
s o
r m
or
e 
is
 c
on
sid
er
ed
 fu
ll 
tim
e.
179 
 Pr
og
ra
m
C
on
tro
l
D
iff
er
en
ce
Ef
fe
ct
Pr
og
ra
m
C
on
tro
lD
iff
er
en
ce
Ef
fe
ct
O
ut
co
m
e
G
ro
up
G
ro
up
(I
m
pa
ct
)
Si
ze
a
P-
V
al
ue
 G
ro
up
G
ro
up
(I
m
pa
ct
)
Si
ze
a
P-
V
al
ue
†b
H
ou
se
ho
ld
 in
co
m
e
In
co
m
e 
so
ur
ce
 (%
):
Ea
rn
in
gs
92
.3
89
.3
3.
0
0.
11
0.
39
0
84
.4
87
.3
-3
.0
-0
.0
9
0.
54
8
C
hi
ld
 su
pp
or
t
31
.2
24
.9
6.
2
0.
14
0.
24
7
6.
8
14
.8
-8
.0
*
-0
.2
5
0.
07
6
††
Pu
bl
ic
 a
ss
is
ta
nc
e
70
.3
61
.1
9.
3
0.
20
0.
10
4
53
.8
53
.4
0.
4
0.
01
0.
95
8
C
as
h 
as
si
st
an
ce
23
.3
24
.7
-1
.4
-0
.0
3
0.
77
9
11
.1
8.
4
2.
7
0.
09
0.
50
1
Fo
od
 st
am
ps
64
.2
54
.4
9.
8
*
0.
20
0.
09
3
46
.0
45
.8
0.
2
0.
00
0.
97
5
SS
I o
r d
is
ab
ili
ty
 in
co
m
e
18
.0
20
.9
-2
.9
-0
.0
7
0.
55
0
12
.2
16
.4
-4
.2
-0
.1
2
0.
40
8
To
ta
l m
at
er
na
l i
nc
om
e 
in
 p
rio
r m
on
th
c  (
$)
1,
02
5
1,
05
1
-2
6
-0
.0
4
0.
75
2
82
6
89
1
-6
5
-0
.0
9
0.
53
7
To
ta
l h
ou
se
ho
ld
 in
co
m
e 
in
 p
rio
r m
on
th
 ($
)
1,
74
4
1,
80
9
-6
5
-0
.0
6
0.
64
6
2,
17
6
2,
20
6
-3
0
-0
.0
2
0.
88
3
Pe
rc
en
ta
ge
 o
f h
ou
se
ho
ld
 in
co
m
e 
fr
om
m
ot
he
rc
68
.9
64
.7
4.
2
0.
12
0.
32
9
43
.1
46
.5
-3
.5
-0
.1
0
0.
47
2
D
oe
s n
ot
 k
no
w
 h
ou
se
ho
ld
 in
co
m
e 
(%
)
6.
2
5.
8
0.
4
0.
02
0.
89
5
1.
1
5.
4
-4
.3
-0
.2
4
0.
11
2
Po
ve
rt
y 
st
at
us
d
B
el
ow
 fe
de
ra
l p
ov
er
ty
 le
ve
l (
%
)
0.
5
0.
5
0.
0
0.
02
0.
89
2
0.
5
0.
5
0.
0
0.
00
0.
99
5
Sa
m
pl
e 
si
ze
 (t
ot
al
 =
 4
91
)
14
7
13
7
95
11
2
(c
on
tin
ue
d)
O
ne
 P
ar
en
t
Tw
o 
Pa
re
nt
s
T
he
 E
nh
an
ce
d 
Se
rv
ic
es
 fo
r 
th
e 
H
ar
d-
to
-E
m
pl
oy
 D
em
on
st
ra
tio
n
A
pp
en
di
x 
Ta
bl
e 
F.
5
Im
pa
ct
s o
n 
H
ou
se
ho
ld
 In
co
m
e 
an
d 
Po
ve
rt
y 
St
at
us
, b
y 
N
um
be
r 
of
 P
ar
en
ts
 in
 th
e 
H
ou
se
ho
ld
 a
t R
an
do
m
 A
ss
ig
nm
en
t
E
ar
ly
 H
ea
d 
St
ar
t w
ith
 E
nh
an
ce
d 
Se
lf-
Su
ff
ic
ie
nc
y 
Se
rv
ic
es
N
um
be
r o
f P
ar
en
ts
 in
 th
e 
H
ou
se
ho
ld
180 
 A
pp
en
di
x 
Ta
bl
e 
F.
5 
(c
on
tin
ue
d)
SO
U
R
C
E:
 M
D
R
C
 c
al
cu
la
tio
ns
 fr
om
 re
sp
on
se
s t
o 
th
e 
18
-m
on
th
 s
ur
ve
y.
N
O
TE
S:
 S
ta
tis
tic
al
si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e 
le
ve
ls
 a
re
 in
di
ca
te
d 
as
 fo
llo
w
s:
 *
**
 =
 1
 p
er
ce
nt
; *
* 
= 
5 
pe
rc
en
t; 
an
d 
* 
= 
10
 p
er
ce
nt
. T
he
 si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e 
le
ve
l i
nd
ic
at
es
 th
e 
pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
 th
at
 o
ne
 w
ou
ld
 b
e 
m
ak
in
g 
an
 e
rr
or
 in
 c
on
cl
ud
in
g 
th
at
 th
er
e 
is
 a
 d
iff
er
en
ce
 b
et
w
ee
n 
re
se
ar
ch
 g
ro
up
s f
or
 th
e 
va
ria
bl
e 
in
 q
ue
st
io
n.
 R
es
ul
ts
 in
 th
is
 
ta
bl
e 
ar
e 
re
gr
es
si
on
-a
dj
us
te
d 
us
in
g 
or
di
na
ry
 le
as
t s
qu
ar
es
, c
on
tro
lli
ng
 fo
r p
re
-r
an
do
m
 a
ss
ig
nm
en
t c
ha
ra
ct
er
ist
ic
s. 
 
D
ol
la
r v
al
ue
s 
in
cl
ud
e 
ze
ro
es
 fo
r s
am
pl
e 
m
em
be
rs
 w
ho
 h
ad
 n
o 
in
co
m
e,
 w
er
e 
no
t e
m
pl
oy
ed
, o
r w
er
e 
no
t r
ec
ei
vi
ng
 c
hi
ld
 su
pp
or
t o
r p
ub
lic
 a
ss
is
ta
nc
e.
 
a T
he
 e
ffe
ct
 s
iz
e 
is
 c
al
cu
la
te
d 
by
 d
iv
id
in
g 
th
e 
im
pa
ct
 o
f t
he
 p
ro
gr
am
 (d
iff
er
en
ce
 b
et
w
ee
n 
pr
og
ra
m
 a
nd
 c
on
tro
l g
ro
up
s)
 b
y 
th
e 
ob
se
rv
ed
 v
ar
ia
tio
n 
fo
r t
ha
t 
ou
tc
om
e 
w
ith
in
 th
e 
co
nt
ro
l g
ro
up
 (t
he
 c
on
tro
l g
ro
up
 st
an
da
rd
 d
ev
ia
tio
n)
.
b W
he
n
co
m
pa
rin
g 
im
pa
ct
s 
be
tw
ee
n 
tw
o 
su
bg
ro
up
s, 
an
 H
-s
ta
tis
tic
 is
 g
en
er
at
ed
. T
he
 H
-s
ta
tis
tic
 is
 u
se
d 
to
 a
ss
es
s 
w
he
th
er
 th
e 
di
ffe
re
nc
e 
in
 im
pa
ct
s 
be
tw
ee
n 
th
e 
su
bg
ro
up
s i
s s
ta
tis
tic
al
ly
 s
ig
ni
fic
an
t. 
It 
is
 in
te
rp
re
ta
bl
e 
in
 m
uc
h 
th
e 
sa
m
e 
w
ay
 a
s t
he
 T
-s
ta
tis
tic
an
d 
th
e 
F-
st
at
is
tic
 fr
om
 a
na
ly
si
s 
of
 v
ar
ia
nc
e 
(A
N
O
V
A
) 
te
st
s a
re
 in
te
rp
re
te
d.
 S
ig
ni
fic
an
ce
 le
ve
ls
 a
re
 in
di
ca
te
d 
as
 fo
llo
w
s:
 †
††
 =
 1
 p
er
ce
nt
; †
† 
= 
5 
pe
rc
en
t; 
an
d 
† 
= 
10
 p
er
ce
nt
. T
he
sig
ni
fic
an
ce
 le
ve
l i
nd
ic
at
es
 th
e 
pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
 th
at
 o
ne
 w
ou
ld
 b
e 
m
ak
in
g 
an
 e
rr
or
 in
 c
on
cl
ud
in
g 
th
at
 th
er
e 
is
 a
 d
iff
er
en
ce
 b
et
w
ee
n 
re
se
ar
ch
 g
ro
up
s f
or
 th
e 
va
ria
bl
e 
in
 q
ue
st
io
n.
 
c A
bo
ut
 9
7 
pe
rc
en
t o
f s
ur
ve
y 
re
sp
on
de
nt
s a
re
 fe
m
al
e.
 T
hi
s m
ea
su
re
 in
cl
ud
es
 re
sp
on
se
s f
or
 so
m
e 
m
al
es
 (2
.6
 p
er
ce
nt
 o
f c
as
es
) a
nd
 m
ay
in
cl
ud
e 
re
sp
on
se
s 
fr
om
 fe
m
al
e 
gu
ar
di
an
s 
w
ho
 w
er
e 
no
t t
he
 b
io
lo
gi
ca
l m
ot
he
r.
d T
he
 p
ov
er
ty
 m
ea
su
re
 w
as
 c
al
cu
la
te
d 
on
ly
 fo
r t
ho
se
 re
sp
on
de
nt
s w
ho
 re
po
rte
d 
a 
ho
us
eh
ol
d 
in
co
m
e 
an
d 
th
e 
nu
m
be
r o
f p
eo
pl
e 
in
 th
ei
r h
ou
se
ho
ld
 (t
ot
al
 =
 
46
7)
. T
hi
s i
s a
n 
es
tim
at
e 
of
 p
ov
er
ty
 b
as
ed
 o
n 
av
ai
la
bl
e 
da
ta
; i
t i
s n
ot
 a
n 
of
fic
ia
l p
ov
er
ty
 m
ea
su
re
.
181 
 Pr
og
ra
m
C
on
tro
l
D
iff
er
en
ce
Ef
fe
ct
Pr
og
ra
m
C
on
tro
l
D
iff
er
en
ce
Ef
fe
ct
O
ut
co
m
e
G
ro
up
G
ro
up
(I
m
pa
ct
)
Si
ze
a
P-
V
al
ue
 G
ro
up
G
ro
up
(I
m
pa
ct
)
S i
ze
a
P-
V
al
ue
†b
Em
pl
oy
m
en
t (
%
)
Q
ua
rte
r 1
 (q
ua
rte
r o
f r
an
do
m
 a
ss
ig
nm
en
t)
63
.1
52
.5
10
.6
*
0.
21
0.
05
1
64
.1
64
.4
-0
.2
-0
.0
1
0.
96
7
Q
ua
rte
r 2
67
.2
54
.5
12
.7
**
0.
26
0.
01
8
59
.3
66
.3
-7
.1
-0
.1
5
0.
19
9
††
†
Q
ua
rte
r 3
66
.0
60
.3
5.
6
0.
12
0.
30
1
64
.2
64
.8
-0
.6
-0
.0
1
0.
90
9
Q
ua
rte
r 4
65
.3
61
.0
4.
3
0.
09
0.
41
2
65
.9
63
.1
2.
8
0.
06
0.
61
1
Q
ua
rte
r 5
62
.2
64
.2
-2
.0
-0
.0
4
0.
71
2
64
.5
68
.0
-3
.5
-0
.0
7
0.
51
7
Q
ua
rte
r 6
64
.6
69
.0
-4
.4
-0
.0
9
0.
41
0
63
.3
69
.9
-6
.6
-0
.1
4
0.
21
8
Ev
er
 e
m
pl
oy
ed
, Q
ua
rte
rs
 1
-6
84
.6
87
.1
-2
.5
-0
.0
7
0.
52
4
88
.6
80
.0
8.
6
**
0.
24
0.
03
2
††
Ea
rn
in
gs
 ($
)
Q
ua
rte
r 1
 (q
ua
rte
r o
f r
an
do
m
 a
ss
ig
nm
en
t)
1,
43
5
1,
09
1
34
4
*
0.
20
0.
06
8
2,
20
0
2,
20
5
-5
0.
00
0.
98
8
Q
ua
rte
r 2
1,
70
7
1,
25
7
44
9
**
0.
23
0.
04
0
2,
16
0
2,
50
6
-3
45
-0
.1
2
0.
30
5
††
Q
ua
rte
r 3
1,
70
0
1,
42
6
27
3
0.
14
0.
22
1
2,
20
2
2,
48
4
-2
82
-0
.0
9
0.
41
7
Q
ua
rte
r 4
1,
70
1
1,
73
6
-3
4
-0
.0
2
0.
87
6
2,
54
9
2,
29
9
25
0
0.
08
0.
46
5
Q
ua
rte
r 5
1,
75
2
1,
87
4
-1
22
-0
.0
6
0.
58
8
2,
55
2
2,
50
4
49
0.
01
0.
89
6
 
Q
ua
rte
r 6
1,
72
7
1,
99
4
-2
67
-0
.1
2
0.
26
4
2,
59
6
2,
54
6
50
0.
02
0.
88
7
To
ta
l e
ar
ni
ng
s, 
Q
ua
rte
rs
 1
-6
9,
97
8
9,
33
9
63
9
0.
06
0.
55
3
13
,9
88
14
,3
20
-3
32
-0
.0
2
0.
85
4
Sa
m
pl
e 
siz
e 
(to
ta
l =
 5
97
)
15
3
15
1
14
7
14
6
Y
IN
Si
te
Th
e 
En
ha
nc
ed
 S
er
vi
ce
s f
or
 th
e 
H
ar
d-
to
-E
m
pl
oy
 D
em
on
st
ra
tio
n
A
pp
en
di
x 
T
ab
le
 F
.6
Im
pa
ct
s o
n 
M
ot
he
rs
' Q
ua
rt
er
l y
 E
m
pl
oy
m
en
t a
nd
 E
ar
ni
ng
s, 
by
 S
ite
Ea
rl
y 
H
ea
d 
St
ar
t w
ith
 E
nh
an
ce
d 
Se
lf-
Su
ff
ic
ie
nc
y 
Se
rv
ic
es
SE
K
-C
A
P
SO
U
R
C
E:
 M
D
RC
 c
al
cu
la
tio
ns
 fr
om
 th
e 
N
at
io
na
l D
ire
ct
or
y 
of
 N
ew
 H
ire
s d
at
ab
as
e.
N
O
TE
S:
 S
ig
ni
fic
an
ce
 le
ve
ls
 a
re
 in
di
ca
te
d 
as
 fo
llo
w
s: 
**
* 
= 
1 
pe
rc
en
t; 
**
 =
 5
 p
er
ce
nt
; a
nd
 *
 =
 1
0 
pe
rc
en
t. 
Th
e 
si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e 
le
ve
li
nd
ic
at
es
 th
e 
pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
 th
at
 o
ne
 
w
ou
ld
be
 m
ak
in
g 
an
 e
rr
or
 in
 c
on
cl
ud
in
g
th
at
 th
er
e 
is 
a 
di
ffe
re
nc
e 
be
tw
ee
n 
re
se
ar
ch
 g
ro
up
s f
or
 th
e 
va
ria
bl
e 
in
 q
ue
sti
on
.
D
ol
la
r v
al
ue
s 
in
cl
ud
e 
ze
ro
es
 fo
r s
am
pl
e 
m
em
be
rs
 w
ho
 w
er
e 
no
t e
m
pl
oy
ed
, u
nl
es
s 
ot
he
rw
is
e 
no
te
d.
Th
e 
sa
m
pl
e 
us
ed
 in
 th
is 
an
al
ys
is 
in
cl
ud
es
 fe
m
al
es
 fr
om
 tw
o-
pa
re
nt
 c
as
es
 (4
1.
3 
pe
rc
en
t),
 fe
m
al
es
 fr
om
 o
ne
-p
ar
en
t c
as
es
 (5
7.
1 
pe
rc
en
t),
 a
nd
 m
al
es
 fr
om
 o
ne
-
pa
re
nt
 c
as
es
 (1
.5
 p
er
ce
nt
). 
D
ue
 to
 m
is
si
ng
 b
as
el
in
e 
in
fo
rm
at
io
n,
 e
m
pl
oy
m
en
t d
at
a 
ar
e 
no
t a
va
ila
bl
e 
fo
r 1
3 
sa
m
pl
e 
m
em
be
rs
.
a T
he
 e
ffe
ct
 s
iz
e 
is
 c
al
cu
la
te
d 
by
 d
iv
id
in
g 
th
e 
im
pa
ct
 o
f t
he
 p
ro
gr
am
 (d
iff
er
en
ce
 b
et
w
ee
n 
pr
og
ra
m
 a
nd
 c
on
tro
l g
ro
up
s)
 b
y 
th
e 
ob
se
rv
ed
 v
ar
ia
tio
n 
fo
r t
ha
t 
ou
tc
om
e 
w
ith
in
 th
e 
co
nt
ro
l g
ro
up
 (t
he
 c
on
tro
l g
ro
up
 st
an
da
rd
 d
ev
ia
tio
n)
.
b W
he
n
co
m
pa
rin
g 
im
pa
ct
s 
be
tw
ee
n 
tw
o 
su
bg
ro
up
s, 
an
 H
-s
ta
tis
tic
 is
 g
en
er
at
ed
. T
he
 H
-s
ta
tis
tic
 is
 u
se
d 
to
 a
ss
es
s w
he
th
er
 th
e 
di
ff
er
en
ce
 in
 im
pa
ct
s 
be
tw
ee
n 
th
e 
su
bg
ro
up
s i
s s
ta
tis
tic
al
ly
 s
ig
ni
fic
an
t. 
It 
is
 in
te
rp
re
ta
bl
e 
in
 m
uc
h 
th
e 
sa
m
e 
w
ay
 a
s t
he
 T
-s
ta
tis
tic
an
d 
th
e 
F-
st
at
is
tic
 fr
om
 a
na
ly
si
s 
of
 v
ar
ia
nc
e 
(A
N
O
V
A
) t
es
ts
 a
re
 
in
te
rp
re
te
d.
 S
ig
ni
fic
an
ce
 le
ve
ls 
ar
e 
in
di
ca
te
d 
as
 fo
llo
w
s:
 †
††
 =
 1
 p
er
ce
nt
; †
† 
= 
5 
pe
rc
en
t; 
an
d 
† 
= 
10
 p
er
ce
nt
. T
he
 si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e
le
ve
l i
nd
ic
at
es
 th
e 
pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
 th
at
 
on
e 
w
ou
ld
 b
e 
m
ak
in
g 
an
 e
rr
or
 in
 c
on
cl
ud
in
g 
th
at
 th
er
e 
is 
a 
di
ffe
re
nc
e 
be
tw
ee
n 
re
se
ar
ch
 g
ro
up
s f
or
 th
e 
va
ria
bl
e 
in
 q
ue
sti
on
. 
182 
  
183 
Pr
og
ra
m
C
on
tro
l
D
iff
er
en
ce
Ef
fe
ct
Pr
og
ra
m
C
on
tro
l
D
iff
er
en
ce
Ef
fe
ct
O
ut
co
m
e
G
ro
up
G
ro
up
(I
m
pa
ct
)
Si
ze
a
P-
V
al
ue
 G
ro
up
G
ro
up
(I
m
pa
ct
)
Si
ze
a
P-
V
al
ue
†b
Em
pl
oy
m
en
t (
%
)
Q
ua
rte
r 1
 (q
ua
rte
r o
f r
an
do
m
 a
ss
ig
nm
en
t)
65
.0
61
.2
3.
74
0.
08
0.
46
5
61
.7
53
.8
7.
9
0.
16
0.
22
2
Q
ua
rte
r 2
61
.9
62
.0
-0
.1
5
0.
00
0.
97
6
64
.4
59
.2
5.
2
0.
11
0.
41
6
Q
ua
rte
r 3
64
.0
65
.6
-1
.6
1
-0
.0
3
0.
74
4
65
.6
59
.7
5.
9
0.
12
0.
35
0
Q
ua
rte
r 4
64
.4
65
.2
-0
.8
3
-0
.0
2
0.
86
5
67
.4
58
.0
9.
4
0.
19
0.
12
5
Q
ua
rte
r 5
63
.7
68
.4
-4
.7
5
-0
.1
0
0.
32
7
61
.9
63
.7
-1
.8
-0
.0
4
0.
77
6
Q
ua
rte
r 6
65
.8
71
.5
-5
.7
3
-0
.1
2
0.
23
1
60
.6
67
.2
-6
.6
-0
.1
4
0.
28
4
Ev
er
 e
m
pl
oy
ed
, Q
ua
rte
rs
 1
-6
87
.1
86
.2
0.
92
0.
03
0.
79
0
84
.5
81
.4
3.
1
0.
08
0.
52
2
Ea
rn
in
gs
 ($
)
Q
ua
rte
r 1
 (q
ua
rte
r o
f r
an
do
m
 a
ss
ig
nm
en
t)
1,
62
8
1,
69
4
-6
6
-0
.0
3
0.
78
1
2,
05
9
1,
52
2
53
7
0.
20
0.
10
8
Q
ua
rte
r 2
1,
76
1
1,
89
8
-1
37
-0
.0
6
0.
57
7
2,
17
4
1,
85
8
31
6
0.
12
0.
35
6
Q
ua
rte
r 3
1,
75
5
1,
98
5
-2
31
-0
.0
9
0.
36
3
2,
26
3
1,
88
7
37
6
0.
14
0.
28
2
Q
ua
rte
r 4
1,
87
8
1,
99
9
-1
21
-0
.0
5
0.
59
7
2,
49
3
2,
03
6
45
6
0.
15
0.
22
5
Q
ua
rte
r 5
2,
08
3
2,
19
5
-1
12
-0
.0
4
0.
67
5
2,
25
2
2,
16
1
91
0.
03
0.
80
4
 
Q
ua
rte
r 6
2,
08
1
2,
34
6
-2
65
-0
.1
1
0.
28
5
2,
27
3
2,
15
8
11
5
0.
04
0.
76
1
To
ta
l e
ar
ni
ng
s, 
Q
ua
rte
rs
 1
-6
11
,0
71
11
,9
87
-9
16
-0
.0
7
0.
45
3
13
,3
30
11
,5
45
1,
78
5
0.
12
0.
34
4
Sa
m
pl
e 
si
ze
 (t
ot
al
 =
 5
97
)
18
5
16
7
11
5
13
0
Tw
o 
Pa
re
nt
s
N
um
be
r o
f P
ar
en
ts
 in
 th
e 
H
ou
se
ho
ld
Th
e 
En
ha
nc
ed
 S
er
vi
ce
s f
or
 th
e 
H
ar
d-
to
-E
m
pl
oy
 D
em
on
st
ra
tio
n
A
pp
en
di
x 
T
ab
le
 F
.7
Im
pa
ct
s o
n 
M
ot
he
rs
' Q
ua
rt
er
ly
 E
m
pl
oy
m
en
t a
nd
 E
ar
ni
ng
s, 
by
 N
um
be
r 
of
 P
ar
en
ts
 in
 th
e 
H
ou
se
ho
ld
 a
t R
an
do
m
 A
ss
ig
nm
en
t
E
ar
ly
 H
ea
d 
St
ar
t w
ith
 E
nh
an
ce
d 
Se
lf-
Su
ff
ic
ie
nc
y 
Se
rv
ic
es
O
ne
 P
ar
en
t
SO
U
R
C
E:
 M
D
R
C
 c
al
cu
la
tio
ns
 fr
om
 th
e 
N
at
io
na
l D
ire
ct
or
y 
of
 N
ew
 H
ire
sd
at
ab
as
e.
N
O
TE
S:
 S
ta
tis
tic
al
 s
ig
ni
fic
an
ce
 le
ve
ls
 a
re
 in
di
ca
te
d 
as
 fo
llo
w
s:
 *
**
 =
 1
 p
er
ce
nt
; *
* 
= 
5 
pe
rc
en
t; 
an
d 
* 
= 
10
 p
er
ce
nt
. T
he
 si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e 
le
ve
l i
nd
ic
at
es
 th
e 
pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
 
th
at
 o
ne
 w
ou
ld
be
 m
ak
in
g 
an
 e
rr
or
 in
 c
on
cl
ud
in
g
th
at
 th
er
e 
is
 a
 d
iff
er
en
ce
 b
et
w
ee
n 
re
se
ar
ch
 g
ro
up
s f
or
 th
e 
va
ria
bl
e 
in
 q
ue
sti
on
.
D
ol
la
r v
al
ue
s 
in
cl
ud
e 
ze
ro
es
 fo
r s
am
pl
e 
m
em
be
rs
 w
ho
 w
er
e 
no
t e
m
pl
oy
ed
, u
nl
es
s 
ot
he
rw
is
e 
no
te
d.
Th
e 
sa
m
pl
e 
us
ed
 in
 th
is
 a
na
ly
si
s 
in
cl
ud
es
 fe
m
al
es
 fr
om
 tw
o-
pa
re
nt
 c
as
es
 (4
1.
3 
pe
rc
en
t),
 fe
m
al
es
 fr
om
 o
ne
-p
ar
en
t c
as
es
 (5
7.
1 
pe
rc
en
t),
 a
nd
 m
al
es
 fr
om
 o
ne
-
pa
re
nt
 c
as
es
 (1
.5
 p
er
ce
nt
). 
D
ue
 to
 m
is
si
ng
 b
as
el
in
e 
in
fo
rm
at
io
n,
 e
m
pl
oy
m
en
t d
at
a 
ar
e 
no
t a
va
ila
bl
e 
fo
r 1
3 
sa
m
pl
e 
m
em
be
rs
.
a T
he
 e
ffe
ct
 s
iz
e 
is
 c
al
cu
la
te
d 
by
 d
iv
id
in
g 
th
e 
im
pa
ct
 o
f t
he
 p
ro
gr
am
 (d
iff
er
en
ce
 b
et
w
ee
n 
pr
og
ra
m
 a
nd
 c
on
tro
l g
ro
up
s)
 b
y 
th
e 
ob
se
rv
ed
 v
ar
ia
tio
n 
fo
r t
ha
t o
ut
co
m
e 
w
ith
in
 th
e 
co
nt
ro
l g
ro
up
 (t
he
 c
on
tro
l g
ro
up
 st
an
da
rd
 d
ev
ia
tio
n)
.
b W
he
n
co
m
pa
rin
g 
im
pa
ct
s 
be
tw
ee
n 
tw
o 
su
bg
ro
up
s, 
an
 H
-s
ta
tis
tic
 is
 g
en
er
at
ed
. T
he
 H
-s
ta
tis
tic
 is
 u
se
d 
to
 a
ss
es
s w
he
th
er
 th
e 
di
ff
er
en
ce
 in
 im
pa
ct
s 
be
tw
ee
n 
th
e 
su
bg
ro
up
s i
s s
ta
tis
tic
al
ly
 s
ig
ni
fic
an
t. 
It 
is
 in
te
rp
re
ta
bl
e 
in
 m
uc
h 
th
e 
sa
m
e 
w
ay
 a
s t
he
 T
-s
ta
tis
tic
an
d 
th
e 
F-
st
at
ist
ic
 fr
om
 a
na
ly
si
s 
of
 v
ar
ia
nc
e 
(A
N
O
V
A
) t
es
ts
 a
re
 
in
te
rp
re
te
d.
 S
ig
ni
fic
an
ce
 le
ve
ls
 a
re
 in
di
ca
te
d 
as
 fo
llo
w
s:
 †
††
 =
 1
 p
er
ce
nt
; †
† 
= 
5 
pe
rc
en
t; 
an
d 
† 
= 
10
 p
er
ce
nt
. T
he
 si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e
le
ve
l i
nd
ic
at
es
 th
e 
pr
ob
ab
ili
ty
 th
at
 
on
e 
w
ou
ld
 b
e 
m
ak
in
g 
an
 e
rr
or
 in
 c
on
cl
ud
in
g 
th
at
 th
er
e 
is
 a
 d
iff
er
en
ce
 b
et
w
ee
n 
re
se
ar
ch
 g
ro
up
s f
or
 th
e 
va
ria
bl
e 
in
 q
ue
st
io
n.
 
  
  
 
 
 
Appendix G 
Impacts on Parent and Child Outcomes  
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